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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
ClientEarth is an environmental law charity.1 We are lawyers working in the public interest to secure
a healthy environment for the citizens of the UK and the world. We are writing to invite you to put your
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area on a credible path to achieving net zero emissions by setting robust carbon reduction targets and
integrating them throughout your Local Plan This step is required by law, with the consequence that
any plan that fails to demonstrate consistency with robust local targets will be unlawful and at risk of
legal challenge. This step is also vital given the urgent need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to
address the climate crisis and to meet the UK’s new net zero target. Taking such action will bring
substantial benefits and opportunities to your communities. The climate emergency and local planning
In April this year, the Environment Agency published its Climate Impacts Tool. Its planning scenario
sees England experiencing (i) 11.7°C increases in average summer temperatures, (ii) 75% more winter
rainfall, (iii) 59% less summer rainfall, (iv) 105% higher peak river flows, (v) 1m of sea level rise, and
(vi) an additional 70cm of storm surge.2 These are national averages with some areas expected to
experience even more extreme changes. The Environment Agency has also warned that many parts
of England could face “significant water deficits” by 2050 due to drier and hotter summers,3 and that
increased flooding and coastal change threaten to have a “direct long term impact” on local economies.
Under the Paris Agreement 2015 the UK is committed to following a decarbonisation pathway that
aims to limit the global average temperature increase to 1.5°C, while ensuring it is held to “well below”
2°C,5 by taking steps reflecting its “highest possible ambition”.6 In June, the UK passed legislation to
revise the Climate Change Act target to an emissions reduction of “at least 100%” by 2050 (‘net zero’),7
in line with the advice of the Committee on Climate Change (CCC).8 Following the introduction of the
UK’s net zero target, the Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) released a report stating that “nothing
should be planned without having successfully demonstrated it is fit to take its place in a net-zero
emissions future”. The RTPI explain that “it makes no sense, economically, socially or environmentally,
for what is planned and built today to be delivered in a form, or in places, that will require costly
retrofitting tomorrow.”9 Local authorities have a crucial role to play in ensuring that the UK meets its
net zero target. A steadily growing number have declared climate emergencies and local net zero
targets, with cross-party support.10 Consistent with law and policy, some authorities such as Greater
Manchester have included their net zero targets in their emerging plans.11 Law and policy require the
integration of robust carbon targets Local Plans are required by planning and environmental legislation
to contribute proactively to meeting national and international climate commitments. In particular,
section 19(1A) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (PCPA) requires that a local
authority’s development plan documents must: (taken as a whole) include policies designed to secure
that the development and use of land in the local planning authority’s area contribute to the mitigation
of, and adaptation to, climate change. It is only by setting local carbon reduction targets by reference
to wider national and international targets – and demonstrating proposed policies’ consistency with
local targets – that it is possible to establish and track an area’s contribution to the mitigation of climate
change (and for policies to be “designed to secure” that local land use and development mitigates
climate change). In this sense, section 19(1A) makes emissions reduction a central, organising principle
of plan-making. In addition to section 19(1A) PCPA, the updated National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) maintains the requirement that “the planning system should support the transition to a low
carbon future in a changing climate.” In particular: [i]t should help to: shape places in ways that contribute
to radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions ... Plans should take a proactive approach to
mitigating and adapting to climate change … [i]n line with the objectives and provisions of the Climate
Change Act 2008.12 The Government emphasises the importance of local planning policy in delivering
compliance with the UK’s carbon budgets in its Clean Growth Strategy: Local areas are best placed
to drive emission reductions through their unique position of managing policy on land, buildings, water,
waste and transport. They can embed low carbon measures in strategic plans across areas such as
health and social care, transport, and housing … Local leaders are already rising to the challenge and
putting local carbon targets and strategies in place. The national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
refers to addressing climate change as “one of the core land use planning principles” that should
“underpin both plan-making and decision-taking.” The PPG also refers to the need for local planning
authorities to undertake a “robust evaluation of future emissions”, including consideration of “different
emission sources, likely trends taking into account requirements set in national legislation, and a range
of development scenarios.” It also states that “sustainability appraisal should be used to test different
spatial options in plans on emissions.”14 Separately, the Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes Regulations 2004 (which implement the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)
Directive) require that a development plan document’s cumulative climate impacts are assessed and
taken into account.15 Among other things, this includes assessing the consistency of proposed policies
with all relevant climate objectives and targets. In addition, under section 33A of the PCPA, local
planning authorities are under a duty to cooperate with other local planning authorities in preparing
Local Plans where strategic matters – such as “planning measures to address climate change
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mitigation”17 – have impacts across administrative boundaries. Finally, monitoring obligations require
local planning authorities to report on an annual basis against any targets or indicators included in
Local Plans.18 In view of these key legal and policy requirements, there is a duty on decision makers
to ensure that Local Plan policies are designed to secure emissions reductions that are at least
consistent with the UK’s national and international commitments. Doing so requires: i. setting a local
carbon target framework based on a comprehensive assessment of local carbon reduction potential,
taking into account national and international climate targets; ii. demonstrating proposed planning
policies’ consistency with this local target framework; and iii. monitoring performance on at least an
annual basis using relevant indicators. This is consistent with guidance from the RTPI and the Town
and Country Planning Association (TCPA), which states that Local Plans need to be able to demonstrate
and track how local policy contributes to meeting the target regime under the Climate Change Act.19
Following the release of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Special Report on Global
Warming of 1.5°C,20 the TCPA reiterated this, stating that: [l]ocal government must also act now to
ensure all its plans have clear carbon-reduction targets. Any plan which does not have a target is
clearly in breach of the NPPF.21 These obligations in respect of emissions are in addition to the
corresponding duty in respect of adaptation to climate change, which requires at a minimum that
authorities plan in line with Environment Agency advice and support the delivery of national policy
including the National Adaptation Programme.22 Next steps As part of your current plan-making
process, we invite you to set a target framework based on a comprehensive assessment of local carbon
reduction potential and to integrate this throughout your Local Plan. Each area’s circumstances are
different, but there are a number of resources available to assist with this process. In addition to
government data on emissions at national23 and local24 levels, there is the government-funded
SCATTER model that authorities such as Greater Manchester are using to set net zero targets and
design consistent policy frameworks.25 Taking strong action on emissions can deliver substantial net
benefits to local communities. Government research has found that such action can improve people’s
health, reduce energy costs, create employment, enhance community cohesion and restore local
ecosystems.26 Integrating robust carbon reduction targets in your Local Plan is a vital step towards
taking sustainable, efficient and resilient decisions today. We look forward to hearing from you as to
whether you intend to do so and invite your response by 28 October 2019. We have sent this letter to
a number of other local authorities across the country. In developing our future engagement strategy
on this issue – including possible litigation – we intend to take into account all responses received.
We are otherwise open to requests for guidance at any time and hope to be able to support you in
taking action on climate change in a way that complies with your legal duties and benefits your
communities.
Comment by

Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) (
Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) 1229417)
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LPreg19-869
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Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)
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2019-09-17 land off Station Road LPreg19-857.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
These representations have been prepared on behalf of our Client, Barratt and David Wilson Homes
(Yorkshire East), who are an interested stakeholder in the District, with land interests in Thirsk. Whilst
our Client welcomes the Council’s proposals to prepare a new Local Plan, they have a number of
concerns regarding the content of the publication document. A number of these issues relate to the
soundness of the Plan and there are concerns that the tests of paragraph 35 of the Revised National
Planning Policy Framework will not be met as currently written. Our Client’s comments on Development
Management policies are provided with the intention of helping to speed up the decision-making
process, and to remove any unnecessary complications. This is to help to ensure the speedy delivery
of much needed housing within the District. In summary our Client objects to the plan as drafted for
the following key reasons: • The level of homes is not considered appropriate to meet the needs of
the district; • The heavy reliance on old allocations and commitments is not considered appropriate to
deliver the homes needed; • The lack of allocations ensures that the Council’s hierarchy and spatial
distribution will not be met; • The level of allocations is insufficient, particularly in Thirsk, where our
clients land should be allocated; and • The windfall policy does not provide sufficient clarity to applicants
on what will be acceptable. We trust that the Council will take on board our representations prior to
submitting the document to the Secretary of State for Examination. At present our Client believes the
Council’s approach to key elements of the plan, such as the lack of housing allocations and the approach
to spatial distribution are fundamentally flawed and need to be reconsidered. We welcome the
opportunity to outline these concerns further at the EiP hearing sessions.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Ms Louise Cole (1097040)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Please see attached files for full submission 11 HDC’s initial communications about the Alternative
Sites Consultation was patchy. Very confusing A5 leaflets went out to some residents inside the free
local paper. Many people now do not receive the local paper and its readership is low. (Contrast this
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with the elaborate and eye-catching four-page newsletter AND 36 page brochure which was hand
delivered to every resident on 11.9.19 for the UCI road race.) 11.1 Furthermore the Aiskew and Leeming
Bar Parish Council told residents that they had not received proper notice from HDC of the inclusion
of the Aiskew Moor site in the Alt Sites Consultation. They received their initial information from
residents. I would recommend that the inspector follows this up with the Parish Council in question.
11.2 HDC completely failed in its statutory duty to make submissions to the Alternative Sites consultation
public. Despite being asked by residents when submissions would be available for public scrutiny,
HDC did not address this issue until 22 August 2019, just three weeks before the end of this final Local
Plan consultation. Not only does this make the plan non-compliant with the law, but the failure to share
this information suppressed local knowledge and awareness of the issues, and has probably had a
specific and deleterious effect on the level of community engagement. 11.3 Local MP Rishi Sunak was
particularly concerned about the proposed development at Aiskew Moor and gained specific permission
from the council to submit to the consultation after the closing date, as he was away on parliamentary
business. He wrote to Mick Jewitt and copied me in on both the letter and the response (Appendices
E and F). As far as I can tell his submission has never been made public and he does not appear to
be listed as a consultee on the Hambleton portal. This is a failure of HDC to make all submissions
regarding the Local Plan public but particularly harmful given that an MP’s opinion should carry weight
with Council and residents. 11.4 At a council meeting on 5 December 2017 the planning department
requested £43,000 for an economic study of the Aiskew Moor site. (See Appendix C) Prior to the
council’s vote, the Head of Planning asserted that all land owners had been contacted and all those
available had given consent. This was untrue. One of the landowners was present and had not been
contacted at all. property is marked on the HDC map from the meeting, Appendix D.) However, Council
protocol meant they had no voice at the meeting. When I raised this issue of misleading information
with Clr John Noone immediately after the meeting, he dismissed it as irrelevant. 11.5 Please note
that on Appendix C the pro forma question ‘Was an alternative considered?’ The answer is No. 11.6
Members of the Council have repeatedly told residents that: • Alternative sites to Aiskew Moor were
formally considered (they weren’t) • That alternative sites were objectively found to be unsuitable (this
determination appears far from objective) • That this information was available on its website (it isn’t)
• That feasibility studies or similar into the alternative sites to Leeming Bar/Aiskew Moor had been
carried out and would be available from the Planning Department. (They haven’t been and they aren’t.)
11.7 It is not possible for me to determine whether this failure to be honest about the level of work
done prior to Aiskew Moor becoming a ‘preferred site’ or the failure to share necessary documents is
the result of intentional duplicity or incompetence, or in which individuals these qualities may reside.
However, it does render the Local Plan legally non-compliant and unsound. (It is worth noting that
some individual members of the HDC planning team have been extremely helpful – however many of
them are relatively new to the council and so cannot say why certain items which should have an audit
trail actually have none.) 11.8 The Local Plan has been poorly advertised. Personally I have been
watching for mentions of the Local Plan because I already have a high awareness of it and therefore
it should be more visible to me than the average resident. I have not seen it referred to anywhere,
except Hambleton’s website. Google gives one other reference. 11.9 I attach links to Hambleton’s own
newsletter, This is Northallerton and Thirsk, emailed to subscribed residents. If the Inspector lookd
back through its fortnightly issues as far as June 2019, you will see no reference to the Local Plan
until 12 September, one week before the six-week consultation closes. 11.10 It is my belief that
Hambleton has done the very minimum to publicise and make this plan accessible to residents, and
in crucial respects has failed on legal compliance.
Comment by

The Crathorne Estate ( The Crathorne Estate 1047150)

Comment ID

LPreg19-912
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17/09/19 09:46

Consultation Point

Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)
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19.09.17 - Crathorne Estate_redacted
LPreg19-909.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Crathorne Estate is the major historic landowner in the village and civil parish of Crathorne, North
Yorkshire. In order to ensure that the Estate and village retains a high-quality environment, strong
community and sense of place, the Estate have been pro-actively reviewing development needs and
opportunities within the village of Crathorne for a number of years. In order to promote the sustainable
development of the village, Rural Solutions (on behalf of the Estate) has undertaken various engagement
exercises with Hambleton District Council (‘HDC’) in recent years, including active participation in the
Local Plan making process. Representations have previously been made to HDC’s Call for Sites
(September 2015); Issue’s and Options Consultation (January 2016); the Preferred Options Consultation
(December 2016); and the Site Deliverability and Viability consultation (March 2017). Those
Representations remain relevant and in summary concluded that: • There are various sites within the
village of Crathorne that represent cogent development options and which will assist the village in
meeting its basic needs and provide significant benefits to residents over the coming years and decades;
• Sustainable development of the village is essential to ensure the future vitality of the village. Existing
assessments of Crathorne’s current sustainability show some weaknesses and issues that could
threaten the future viability and sustainability of the community if not addressed. In order to deliver on
the objectives in the Masterplan (specifically ensuring the retention of village services and providing
a range of housing options) it is essential that new development sites are found; • The Estate’s
stewardship has been fundamental to the retention of key village services, including the public house
and post office / shop, in turn ensuring that the village remains a vibrant community. However, moving
forward it is necessary that some new development takes place (specifically new housing) which will
provide patronage for and therefore support these services; and • The Estate supports the inclusion
of Crathorne within the emerging settlement hierarchy as a Secondary Village, recognising the role of
the village and that the range of existing services and facilities support some limited growth. The
engagement undertaken with HDC to date is based on a detailed evidence based assessment of the
village and the need for (and benefits of) new development over the coming years. This assessment,
‘ A Master plan for Sustainable Development i n Crathorne’, was first presented to HDC in October
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2014; the document remains entirely relevant and represents a pro-active and co-ordinated approach
to delivering development which contributes to the maintenance and enhancement of vitality in Crathorne
and ensuring the future sustainability of the village. The Masterplan also formed the basis for various
discussions with local Councillors and Mr Mick Jewitt of HDC; a written response from Mr Jewitt, dated
November 2014, provided brief commentary on the Masterplan and confirmed the acceptability of the
various development proposals put forward within the village. Since the preparation of the Masterplan
in 2014, the Estate have progressed with delivering various elements of the Masterplan, including the
delivery of a rural convenience shop to provide essential services to residents (LPA Ref: 15/02862/FUL)
and extension/redevelopment of the village pub site to provide overnight accommodation, office
floorspace and 6no. residential dwellings (LPA Ref: 17/00878/FUL). The Council recognised in their
determination of both applications that the development proposals would help support the rural economy
and enhance the vitality of the local community. The Estate’s stewardship has been fundamental to
the delivery of these schemes and demonstrates the Estate’s ongoing commitment to providing for
the future sustainability of the village. However, in order to ensure the retention of these services (and
ensure that the village remains a vibrant community) it is necessary that new housing is brought forward
to support local services. This is a key Objective of the Masterplan and a proposal the Council have
historically supported.The Representations provided herein are submitted in response to the Council’s
consultation on the Publication Draft of the Plan (August 2019). They set out the Estate’s ongoing
support for the inclusion of Crathorne within the settlement hierarchy, however, go on to explain why
the Council’s approach to the allocation of sites for development within the village is irrational, and
that specific policies of the Plan are ‘unsound’ when considered against the tests of soundness set
out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. Specifically, the Estate wish to object to the lack of proposals for
residential development in Crathorne and these representations go on to consider how the Council’s
removal of Site S/033/005 (Town End Farm) following the Preferred Options consultation stage is
unjustified and that the case for allocating this site is compelling. The Estate are working hard to create
a cyclical approach to sustainability whereby continued investments are made in delivering appropriate
development within the village and its buildings, however, the resources from the delivery of other
development (e.g. new housing) are vitally important in allowing the Estate to continue its wider
investment into the village and its future. It is essential that HDC recognise the requirement for the
right amount and type of new development in Crathorne in order to ensure that the sustainability and
vitality of the village is maintained and enhanced during the Plan period. The case for allocating the
site at Town End Farm is compelling. As currently prepared, the Plan is unsound because there is a
clear disconnect between its key strategic policies, namely Policy S3 and the lack of allocations
proposed within Secondary Villages throughout the District. The above deficiencies in the Plan could
be remedied through the identification of the Town End Farm site in its entirety as an allocation. In
conclusion, it is essential that the Council recognise the work that the Estate have undertaken in recent
years in developing a Masterplan for Crathorne and delivering key developments which will help to
secure the future sustainability of the village. There are no other Secondary Villages within the Local
Plan where development proposals (e.g. shops, housing, public houses) are being brought forward in
a cohesive approach to sustainability and there is a clear special case for the allocation of housing
sites in Crathorne in this regard. The Estate have consistently sought to work with the Council over
the course of the Plan making process and have set out on multiple occasions the clear need for and
benefits of new development in the village over the coming years and decades. The housing
requirements set out within the Local Plan are to be seen as a minimum and whilst the proposed
housing allocations contained within the Local Plan meet with the Council’s objectively assessed need,
recognition must be given to appropriate and sustainable housing sites that are capable of providing
key benefits and contributing to a healthy future supply of housing within the District. A greater level
of residential development is essential within the village in order to support existing key services and
the Estate request that the Council provide such allocations for residential development in the village
in their Local Plan, supporting the role of the village as a ‘Secondary Village’ within the settlement
hierarchy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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2019-09-17 Litchfields Taylor Wimpey_redacted
LPreg19-1017.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In summary, Taylor Wimpey considers that the draft Plan is unsound in respect of draft policies S2,
S5, HG1 and HG5 and insofar as they relate to Easingwold. It is considered that the Council should
seek to identify further housing allocations within Easingwold to support its role as a Market Town and,
in doing so, ensure that the Plan has sufficient flexibility to meet local housing needs – including the
delivery of sufficient affordable housing provision - during the Plan period. In the context of the above,
land at Alne Road (site refs. E/041/006 and E/041/012) represents a sustainably located development
site that is capable of providing an attractive housing scheme which fits well with the form and character
of the settlement and its surrounding landscape. Development of this land would deliver a range of
housing types - including a policy compliant level of bungalows – as well as a Local Green Space
designation that would provide recreational value to the wider public. There are no technical constraints
which would prevent the development of this land for residential use.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID
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2019-09-17 Aiskew Farm_redacted LPreg19-877.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In summary our client objects to the plan as drafted for the main reasons: • The level of homes is not
considered appropriate to meet the needs of the district; • The heavy reliance on old allocations and
commitments is not considered appropriate to deliver the homes needed; • The lack of allocations
ensures that the Councils hierarchy and spatial distribution will not be met; • The level of allocations
is insufficient, particularly in Bedale where our clients land should be allocated; and • The windfall
policy does not provide sufficient clarity to applicants on what will be acceptable.
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Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr Steve Barker (1046388)

Comment ID

LPreg19-927

Response Date

17/09/19 14:42

Consultation Point

Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 S_Barker_redacted PLreg19-918.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In summary, our Client objects to the plan as drafted for the main reasons: • The level of homes is not
considered appropriate to meet the needs of the district; • The heavy reliance on old allocations and
commitments is not considered appropriate to deliver the homes needed; • The lack of allocations
ensures that the Council’s hierarchy and spatial distribution will not be met; • The level of allocations
is insufficient, particularly in Thirsk, where our Client’s land should be allocated; and • The windfall
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policy does not provide sufficient clarity to applications on what will be acceptable. In addition to the
above, there are a number of errors within the Sustainability Appraisal in relation to our Client’s site,
which should be rectified.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Daniel Gath Homes (Mr Daniel Gath - 1025314)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1005

Response Date

17/09/19 13:44

Consultation Point

Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 Daniel Gath Homes 1_redacted
LPreg19-1001.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
On behalf of Daniel Gath Homes, we therefore support Policy S 3 and the spatial distribution of housing
but object to the method of distribution within the settlements which places an over-reliance on the
delivery of a smaller number of large sites and discourages the delivery of the housing requirement
from small and medium sized housebuilders like Daniel Gath Homes. As such the strategy would be
inconsistent with the Housing White Paper ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ and national policy
which aim to diversify the housing market, increase competition and choice for the consumer and
assist small and medium housebuilders to help bring sites forward quickly. The proposed allocation
of larger sites would also introduce a scale of development that is more difficult to assimilate into the
existing built up area without adversely impacting landscape character and having a harmful effect on
existing residential properties bordering the site. Furthermore, the reliance on larger sites is unlikely
to achieve the high standards of design that are required by national policy which ensure that
development respects the character of the settlement and retains a sense of place. We support the
principles of Policy HG 3 which seek to provide affordable housing through the development of sites
across the plan area and consider that the provision of 30% affordable housing on qualifying
development is reasonable. We do, however, object to part b. of the policy which proposes to set a
lower threshold of ‘4 units or fewer’ within designated rural areas. We are also concerned that Policy
HG3 does not specifically make reference to Discounted Market Sale (DMSU) as an acceptable form
of affordable housing, as recognised by the NPPF. We would therefore object to the lack of clarification
on the issue of Discounted Market Sale housing, including on the level of discount to be applied, and
have concerns that if the Policy did not intend to allow such provision, then this would be inconsistent
with national policy which would make the Plan unsound. Whilst we support the principles of Policy
HG 5 which allow for windfall housing development within and on the edges of settlements, we object
to the drafting of the policy which is too restrictive as it prevents new housing development adjacent
to the built form of Market Towns which are also rural settlements. We therefore submit that Policy
HG 5 should be amended to allow new development adjacent to the built form of all settlements,
including Market Towns. If there are good reasons why a distinction has to be made (and we are not
aware of any good reason), then it would be logical to prevent development adjacent to the built forms
of the principle Market Towns of Northallerton and Thirsk only. As such the drafting of Policy HG 5 is
currently unsound when considering the more positive provisions of the NPPF in relation to rural
housing. On behalf of Daniel Gath Homes, we object to part d. of Policy HG 1 relating to the allocation
of site ‘EAS 1: Northeast of Easingwold Community Primary School, Easingwold’ for residential
development. The proposed allocation of the site is unsound having regard to more sustainable patterns
of development. The inclusion of this site also means that the plan does not provide an appropriate
strategy to accommodate the level of growth anticipated, when there are more suitable, available and
deliverable sites within the town. We therefore submit, on behalf of Daniel Gath Homes, that the site
at site ‘STI 1: North of Stillington Social Club, Stillington’ remains suitable, available and deliverable
and should be allocated for 35 dwellings to ensure the identified housing requirements of the District
can be met. At the same time, we support the Council’s housing delivery strategy and spatial distribution
which allows for new development in a location that would support existing services and facilities and
ensure a sustainable pattern of development consistent with the Framework. Having regard to the
above, and with specific reference to proposed allocation of ‘STI 1: North of Stillington Social Club,
Stillington’ we find that the Plan has been positively prepared and is justified, effective and consistent
with national planning policy. We therefore support the proposed allocation of site ‘STI 1’ and find that
Policies S3 ’Strategic Distribution’ and HG1 ‘Housing Delivery’ to be sound on the basis that they meet
the relevant tests of soundness, insofar as to the proposed allocation of the site is concerned. The
proposed allocation of site ‘EAS 1’ would be inconsistent with the Housing White Paper ‘Fixing our
broken housing market’ and national policy which aim to diversify the housing market, increase
competition and choice for the consumer and assist small and medium housebuilders to help bring
sites forward quickly. The proposed allocation would also introduce a scale of development that is
more difficult to assimilate into the existing built up area without adversely impacting landscape character
and having a harmful effect on existing residential properties bordering the site. Furthermore,
development of the site is unlikely to achieve the high standards of design that are required by national
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policy which ensure that development respects the character of the settlement and retains a sense of
place. In objecting to the proposed allocation, Daniel Gath Homes request that consideration be given
to the allocation of land to the rear of The Meadows, Thirsk Road, Easingwold (ref. E/41/045) in order
to meet the local housing requirement. Daniel Gath Homes have already promoted this site through
various stages of the emerging plan and submits that the allocation of the site, together with other
smaller sites in Easingwold, would provide a more effective strategy in meeting the housing requirement
and in way that was consistent with national policy.
Comment by

Messers L & M Faulkner (1049771)

Comment ID

LPreg19-757

Response Date

16/09/19 10:11

Consultation Point

Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 Brafferton Manor Farm_redacted
LPreg19-749.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In summary our client objects to the plan as drafted for the main reasons: • The level of homes is not
considered appropriate to meet the needs of the district; • The heavy reliance on old allocations and
commitments is not considered appropriate to deliver the homes needed; • The lack of allocations
ensures that the Councils hierarchy and spatial distribution will not be met; • The level of allocations
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is insufficient, particularly in Brafferton, where our clients land should be allocated; and • The windfall
policy does not provide sufficient clarity to applicants on what will be acceptable.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Matthew Sawyer (1225441)

Comment ID

LPreg19-237

Response Date

14/09/19 11:26

Consultation Point

Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.13

Files

2019-09-14 M Sawyer LPreg19-237_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
See attached file for full submission Part 1 Lack of Legal compliance 1.1 There has been a failure of
the council to be legally compliant with current legislation. 1.1.1 Part 6 Sections 18 and 19 of the Town
and Country Planning (TCP) Act (2012). Under Section 18 (1) and (2), “A local planning authority must
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… [notify] residents or other persons carrying on business in the local planning authority’s area”. •
Notification has not been carried out with all residents whose properties are affected, impacted or
adjacent to the proposed land (LEB3) as evidenced by residents not receiving information. Under
Section 19. (b) “The local planning authority must ensure that … a statement of the fact that the
proposed submission documents are available for inspection”. HDC has failed to meet minimum
statutory requirements. The submissions made in 2017 to the consultation on Alternative Sites were
not made public until 22.8.19. This is 18 months after submissions and only three weeks before the
consultation period closed and breeches requirements set out in TCP Act (2012). 1.1.2 The TCP Act
requires that the planning must be: 1) publicised with at least one notice on or near the land it relates
to: 2) a notice in the local newspaper, and 3) by serving notice to the adjoining owner or occupier(s).
HDC has failed to meet minimum statutory requirements. They have been asked to confirm such
communication occurred, but no reply has ever received. • As evidenced by, for example, representatives
of the Parish Council not receiving notice. • The ‘free paper’ is not distributed to properties in Low
Street. 1.2 There has been a failure to consider alternative sites put forward by local residents.
Councillors and council officials lead us to believe that alternative sites had been assessed, specifically
mentioned in the Employment Land Review (2016) 11.19 “There are a number of potential areas in
these towns such as to the west of the A1(M) in Leeming … which could deliver a modest supply of
additional employment land or intensification of use.” 1.2.1 The alternative sites consultation used the
map shown in Figure 1. Figure 1. HDC Alternative sites consultation document [see attached file] 1.2.2
Figure 2 shows an aerial image of Leeming Bar with sites 1 to 5 marked. Figure 2. Image of alternative
sites [see attached file] Site 1 is LEB3 in the Local Plan and currently farmland. Site 3 is also arable
farmland. Site 5 is currently under development by NYCC as a winter store area for Highways. 1.2.3
A meeting was held on 21st August 2019 with Mick Jewitt (Deputy Head of the Council), James
Campbell (Head of Planning) and Helen Kemp (Director of Planning and Economy) and was recorded
with consent. When questioned about the sites to the west of the A1, Mick Jewitts (MJ) response was:
“Q. Why specifically this piece of land above all else? MJ: Leeming Bar is in a strategic location. There
is a demand for the local site. There has been a land selection process looking at the sites around
Leeming Bar, both sides of the A1. Q. So why wasn’t the other side suitable when it would have far
less impact on residents? MJ Because on balance, it was felt that looking at the positives and negatives
of both sides, that the most detrimental impact was on the other side of the bypass, mainly on landscape
issues. It is a more open landscape and generally felt to have a more significant visual impact. That’s
the process the council has gone through. Those issues will be rehearsed in front of the inspector –
why Leeming Bar, why the choice of this site and what other alternatives were looked at and considered.
It was felt on balance, looking at the alternatives, this was the best option." --quote ends-- Requests
for the above assessment have been made, but documentation has been made available until just
prior to the end of the time period for notifications (sept 12th). The document formed a report to the
Local Plan Members Steering Group in March 2017. Importantly, this is prior to the launch of the
Alternative Sites consultation. Of specific interest is the assessment of site 3 - the preferred alternative
by local residents. • Para 4.2 specifically mentions landscaping issues “such development west of the
motorway will have a very significant impact on the character of the landscape in this area, without
high levels of mitigation” and “Impact of development of any of the sites could be substantially mitigated
by belts of screen planting and a robust colour policy using dark cladding and roofing materials on all
future buildings.” This demonstrates that mitigation of landscape issues is achievable, and is not a
barrier to developing alternative sites. Alternative sites are no more visually intrusive that LEB3 and
therefore it is disingenuous to suggest landscaping issues prevent the development of alternative sites.
• Para 5.5 addresses access issues “Access could be achieved from the Local Access Road but there
may be need for a new roundabout and some road widening”. Again, demonstrating No mention is
made of the input or views of the local residents, impact on the biodiversity, character of the village,
countryside etc. A detailed assessment of all alternative sites has not been carried out. A brief document
was produced but was only made available by email on 12/09/19 (ie not publicly) i.e. 5 days prior to
close of notifications. A failure in process is demonstrated as the council had already selected its
preferred site (LEB3) before the subsequent consultation had even begun. 1.3 Failure to communicate
with residents. Communication has been sparse, sporadic or absent. As noted in 1.1.2, there has not
been demonstrated public communication. 1.3.1 Informing the public There has been a single newspaper
article regarding the Local Plan (see Appendix B). This is arguably poor at informing local residents
especially regarding the potential impact the plan would have on them. When asked specifically about
publicity of the Local Plan by HDC, the response from Mick Jewitt was ‘it was beyond their control as
to what was published in the newspaper’. This implies that the council feel that the local newspaper
is an unreliable route to distribute important council views and plans. For some members of the public,
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the website is hard for many to access or use. The documents are not easy to find and do not make
the issues or process easy to understand. National surveys show between 10 and 20% of the population
do not have access to or use the internet. Therefore, the council do not currently have a reliable
mechanism for communicating with the residents other than direct mail to the occupier(s) of the
properties concerned. Some local businesses are signed up to ‘this is Thirsk and Northallerton Bulletin’
– a fortnightly electronic publication by the Hambleton District Council Business and Economy Team.
The first mention of being able to respond to the Local Plan was made on Sept 12th i.e. 5 days prior
to the close of representations. The first entry regarding the Local Plan on the Hambleton District
Council webpage was on Sept 10th
(www.hambleton.gov.uk/news/article/1154/still_time_to_make_comments_on_hambletons_new_local_plan)
- i.e. 5 days prior to the close of representations. The council have not been communicating with the
residents in a timely manner. 1.3.2 Informing landowners In developing the Local Plan, Mick Jewitt
stated that the council approached the landowners rather than the landowners putting their sites forward
for consideration. “We approached the landowners, it was not put forward by them, but there are three
principle landowners and they are prepared to put their land forward.” This demonstrates local
landowners were not the principal agents behind the putting their land forward for the Local Plan. When
asked about plans to purchase the land, Mick Jewitt said; “If the landowners do not want to sell, there
is always the option for compulsory acquisition, but it is unlikely the council would want to go down
that route”. Circular 06/2004 provides that a Compulsory Purchase Order should only be made: “...
where there is a compelling case in the public interest. An acquiring authority should be sure that the
purposes for which it is making a compulsory purchase order sufficiently justify interfering with the
Human Rights of those with an interest in the land affected”. There would not be a compelling case
for compulsory purchase of land for industrial development which lacks a strong evidentiary basis and
where suitable alternatives have not been properly assessed. Importantly this uncertainty over the
availability of the land potentially makes the plan undeliverable. 1.3.3 Informing local residents The
Statement of Community Involvement “identifies in general terms which groups and organisations will
be consulted when planning policy documents are prepared”. However, residents whose properties
back onto the land (LEB3) have not uniformly been informed of the proposed development. We have
spoken to several hundreds of local residents and none have received information from the council
regarding the Local Plan. Local residents have not been informed about the Local Plan HDC say that
they have ‘Introduced new rights and powers to allow local communities, a group of residents, employees
or businesses, to have more say about the development that happens in their local area’ as part of
the Localism Act (p7, Local Plan). However, local communities have not had a chance to develop the
plan that would fit with their community but can only comment on that produced by the council. There
has not been any encouragement to develop or submit neighbourhood development plans. HDC have
not developed the Local Plan to fit with local communities HDC have not encouraged neighbourhood
development plans 1.3.4 Responding to residents The planning and public consultations have to abide
by HDCs own Statement of Community Involvement. They state
(www.hambleton.gov.uk/downloads/file/747/statement_of_community_involvement_3) “If you write to
us by letter, fax or sending in a response form, we will respond to you within 5 working days”. This has
not been the case, with some letters and emails receiving no response at all. HDC do not respond to
questions or queries within the designated timeframe set out in the Statement of Community
Involvement. 1.4 Failures to follow the advice and guidance of independent reports From the
Employment Land Review (2016), several sites were put forward and assessed for their suitability for
employment within the land now allocated to LEB3. Importantly, sites which now form part of LEB3
were assessed as unsuitable for employment land. For example “The site is not currently accessible
and is located in close proximity to a residential area. There are more suitable employment locations
nearby which are available and have fewer restrictions. The site should not be allocated for employment
uses.” However, the council did NOT give the residents an opportunity to comment on the site at LEB3
as it was NOT put forward during the Alternative Sites consultation stage. From the Employment Land
Review [see attached file]: 10.21 Recommendation: The site is not currently accessible and is located
in close proximity to a residential area. There are more suitable employment locations nearby which
are available and have fewer restrictions. The site should not be allocated for employment uses. 10.32
However, given the residential setting it is unlikely to be suitable for employment uses. Independent
reports clearly state that the sites should not be allocated for employment uses.
Supporting documents
If you would like you can support your representation with supporting documents. Please provide a description
for any documents you upload and clearly reference them in your representation statement above.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 17

If you want to refer to a publication that is available elsewhere or that is subject to copyright that you do not
control please provide a link to a website where it is available or give a full reference (including author(s),
full title and date of publication) in your comment.
By submitting a supporting document you give permission for the council to use it for the purposes of drawing
up planning policy for Hambleton and to reproduce the document for such purposes.
Please note: There is no limit to the size of documents that can be uploaded but please only upload relevant
documents and consider the use of extracts for long documents.
To upload more than one document first select your first document and upload it, then save your comment
using the 'Save as draft' button at the bottom of the page. You can then select another document to upload.
Please be aware that documents that are uploaded will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please
take care to make sure that no personal information such as email or postal addresses is included.

Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
As detailed in the above submission there are multiple issues in Part 1 which could be addressed to
ensure legal compliance. These include meet minimum statutory requirements in communicating with
residents, land owners and affected parties, timeliness of responses, availability of documents,
transparency in dealings with questions and queries, adequate assessments of alternative sites,
involvement and informing the public, following the guidance of independent reports. HDC has failed
to demonstrate consultation with statutory organisations such as Natural England
Part 2 of the above representation focuses on the unsoundness of the plan. Specifically to become
sound, an objective assessment of needs using standard methodology needs to occur - currently
there is no demonstrable need for the land for additional employment shown. The population based
calculations need revising to demonstrate future rather than past requirements. The calculations used
flawed methodology resulting in overgenerous claims of requirements. This needs correcting. Housing
requirements is shown by HDC to be far in excess of expected demand, with future commitments
already covering predictions. The impact on local character, tourism, food production, landscape, retail,
public health, biodiversity, flooding, air quality and transport have been inadequately assessed.
Complying with the national legislation on climate change or the 25 year environment plan has not
been demonstrated.
Addressing the above issues could potentially make the Local Plan both legally compliant and sound
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
I feel it is important to have local representation from local residents. The Local Plan will impact on
local residents until at least 2035 and the long term impacts felt for generations to come. It is vital that
the Inspectors are able to hear and understand the view of the population who will live with the decisions
being made. There appear to have been multiple failures in legality and soundness in the preparation
of the Local Plan and it is important that the Inspector is made aware and HDC held to account.
Comment by

The Coal Authority (Mrs Melanie Lindsley - 1027079)

Comment ID

LPreg19-715

Response Date

12/09/19 11:19

Consultation Point

Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files
Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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Thank you for your notification received on the 30 July 2019 in respect of the above consultation. I
have reviewed the Local Plan document and can confirm that we have no specific comments to make.
Comment by

Harrogate Borough Council (Ms Natasha Durham 1225699)

Comment ID

LPreg19-524

Response Date

17/09/19 16:48

Consultation Point

Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 Natasha Durham Harrogate Borough
Council LPreg19-524_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Thank you for consulting Harrogate Borough Council on the Hambleton Local Plan Publication Draft.
I can confirm that we do not have any issues with the Plan as published.
Comment by

North York Moors National Park Authority (Mr Paul
Fellows - 1203974)

Comment ID

LPreg19-614
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Response Date

09/09/19 14:07

Consultation Point

Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-09 P Fellows NYMNP_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Authority last provided comments on informal draft of the plan on 15 April 2019 and before that
on ‘Preferred Options’ on 23 January 2017. This letter is to confirm that this Authority does not wish
to submit any representations at this stage. The Authority is particularly supportive of Policy E6 which
includes policy on national protected landscapes which includes a reference to the setting of the
National Park. The Duty to Cooperate With regards to the Duty to Cooperate, we would like to confirm
that in our view the ongoing requirements under the Duty to Cooperate are being met in terms of the
cooperation between the two Authorities. The Authority provided comments on the Issue and Options
Consultation back in February 2016 and on the Preferred Options draft on 23 January 2017 and several
officer meetings have been attended prior to the consultation on the Preferred Options. A Statement
of Common Ground has been signed by both Authorities confirming that it is their opinion that there
are no cross boundary strategic issues that remain unresolved.
Comment by

National Grid Plant Protection ( Lucy Bartley 1196998)

Comment ID

LPreg19-608
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Response Date

29/08/19 11:30

Consultation Point

Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

Publication Draft REP 29.08.19.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We have reviewed the above consultation document and can confirm that National Grid has no
comments to make in response to this consultation.
Comment by

Northumbrian Water Ltd (Ms Laura Kennedy 1047545)

Comment ID

LPreg19-13

Response Date

13/08/19 09:30

Consultation Point

Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7
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Files

2019-08-13 Northumbrian Water LPreg13.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
As statutory water and sewerage undertaker for the northern part of the Hambleton district, our
comments focus upon our interests in the Stokesley sub area, where we provide services to Stokesley,
Great Ayton, Great Broughton and Hutton Rudby, in addition to a number of secondary villages and
other settlements. Yorkshire Water provide water and sewerage services for the remainder of the
Hambleton district. We have reviewed the documents in detail, and recognise that there are broad
similarities to the version of the Local Plan that was offered for comment earlier in 2019. We have
therefore not repeated comments made in our previous consultation response, dated 5th April 2019,
and can confirm that we are supportive of the Local Plan and supporting Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
We welcome the approach taken to promote sustainable water management within the Local Plan and
consider that the policies and supporting commentary will assist in managing flood risk and water
resources for the future as we are expected to move towards increasingly challenging conditions as
a result of climate change. We also welcome that the importance of sufficient capacity in water and
wastewater networks is recognised in both the Local Plan and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, along
with the requirement for applicants to make early contact with utility providers to ensure that the required
capacity exists or can be delivered alongside the construction of new developments. Overall, we believe
that the Local Plan and Infrastructure Delivery Plan will contribute towards sustainable development
in Hambleton in the context of water management.
Supporting documents
If you would like you can support your representation with supporting documents. Please provide a description
for any documents you upload and clearly reference them in your representation statement above.
If you want to refer to a publication that is available elsewhere or that is subject to copyright that you do not
control please provide a link to a website where it is available or give a full reference (including author(s),
full title and date of publication) in your comment.
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By submitting a supporting document you give permission for the council to use it for the purposes of drawing
up planning policy for Hambleton and to reproduce the document for such purposes.
Please note: There is no limit to the size of documents that can be uploaded but please only upload relevant
documents and consider the use of extracts for long documents.
To upload more than one document first select your first document and upload it, then save your comment
using the 'Save as draft' button at the bottom of the page. You can then select another document to upload.
Please be aware that documents that are uploaded will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please
take care to make sure that no personal information such as email or postal addresses is included.
2019-08-13 Northumbrian Water LPreg13.pdf
Comment by

Middlesbrough Borough Council ( Planning Policy 1204258)

Comment ID

LPreg19-265

Response Date

16/09/19 14:53

Consultation Point

Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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Middlesbrough Council is a neighbouring local planning authority and a statutory consultee to the
Hambleton Local Plan. Middlesbrough Council can confirm it has been consulted throughout the
process and has responded at each stage of consultation. It has also engaged in meaningful duty to
cooperate discussions with officers and Members of Hambleton District Council throughout the
preparation of its Local Plan. Middlesbrough Council is satisfied that the Hambleton Local Plan has
been prepared in a way that meets all legal and soundness considerations. All of the issues raised by
Middlesbrough Council at earlier stages have been addressed, and there are no unresolved strategic
or cross boundary issues affecting Middlesbrough. Please be aware that this is an officer response
which is subject to approval by the Executive Member for Regeneration.
Comment by

Kirkby Fleetham with Fencotes Parish Council (Mrs
Christine Mitton - 1043316)

Comment ID

LPreg19-259

Response Date

16/09/19 10:17

Consultation Point

Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.5

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Kikrby Fleetham with Fencotes Parish Councillors commented during the preferred option consultation
in full and agreed that the soundness of this plan met local needs and the clerk was asked to respond
accordingly. They commented that they were aware of the burden placed upon Leeming Bar but didn’t
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think that it was appropriate for them to comment on that on behalf of the Parish, this was an issue for
individuals if they wished to do so.
Comment by

Highways England (Mr Simon Jones - 1025455)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1063

Response Date

13/09/19 10:12

Consultation Point

Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-13 Highways England
LPreg19-1063_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Under ‘Issues Shaping the Local Plan’, it is identified that the transport connections of the A1(M) and
A19 are a strength. However, as per previous advice, appropriate assessments of the impact of the
Local Plan are required to ensure that these key roads continue to provide a high level of service to
road users and remain as a strength for the region. The Plan sets out that the district will focus growth
at strategic locations along the A1 and A19. The impact of these developments in these locations
needs to be assessed to ensure the existing infrastructure can accommodate them or additional
infrastructure is provided. The policies are generally considered acceptable or are not relevant to
Highways England. Policies CI1 and CI2 remain relevant as per Highways England’s letter dated 5th
April 2019. It should be noted that Highways England is currently working with Hambleton to identify
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and assess the cumulative impact and identify any infrastructure requirements which will need to be
included within the IDP and delivered at an appropriate time. In line with DfT Circular 02/2013 it is
necessary for the Local Plan to identify the need for mitigation for both individual sites and cumulatively
as part of the Local Plan. Once the Local Plan is adopted, the Circular only allows for the consideration
of the details of the mitigation at the planning application stage. The principle of the development and
the principle of mitigation should be established through the Local Plan. Part 2 of the plan deals with
the site allocations. As stated in previous letters of recommendation, since earlier consultation and
work with Hambleton, sites have changed name and reference numbers and it is not made clear in
the LP which sites from previous work match those presented in the Publication Draft. The quantum
of development at some sites also appears to have changed and does not match the IDP entirely.
Clarification on this is sought and a finalised quantum of development should be presented to Highways
England. Highways England will continue to work with Hambleton District Council to assess the impact
of the Local Plan on the SRN. Once completed, should any infrastructure improvements be necessary
to deliver the Local Plan it is expected that these will be included within the IDP along with information
on how they will be funded and timescales for deliver.
Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1050

Response Date

17/09/19 11:19

Consultation Point

Duty to Cooperate (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
3.1.1 The Duty to Cooperate (DTC) is a legal requirement established through Section 33(A) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, as amended by Section 110 of the Localism Act. The
DTC requires local planning authorities to engage constructively, actively, and on an ongoing basis
with neighbouring authorities on cross-boundary strategic issues through the process of ongoing
engagement and collaboration. 3.1.2 As confirmed in Section 2 of this representation, the NPPF 2019
has introduced a number of significant changes for how local planning authorities are expected to
cooperate, including a new requirement for the preparation of Statement(s) of Common Ground (SoCG)
which demonstrate that a Local Plan has been prepared based on effective cooperation with agreements
reached with neighbouring authorities on strategic level cross boundary issues. 3.1.3 As demonstrated
by the outcome of the examination of the St Albans Local Plan in 2017, if a Council fails to satisfactorily
discharge its statutory duty to engage in the DTC, a Planning Inspector must recommend non-adoption
of the Plan. This legal test cannot be retrospectively rectified with modifications to the Plan. 3.1.4
Gladman recognise that the DTC is a process of ongoing engagement and collaboration. It is clear
that the DTC is intended to provide effective policies on cross boundary strategic matters. This much
is clear by the recent changes to the tests of soundness as highlighted in Section 2 of this representation.
To be found sound therefore, the Council will need to ensure that it engages effectively with its
neighbours on cross boundary strategic matters. 3.1.5 Gladman acknowledge that there has been a
level of cross-boundary engagement undertaken by the Council with its neighbouring authorities. This
is confirmed within the Local Plan Statement of Common Ground published in July 2019 provided
within the evidence base to the Publication Local Plan which is signed by all neighbouring authorities
as well as the County Council and Highways England. 3.1.6 It is important that the Council maintains
its commitment to engage with its neighbouring authorities and prescribed bodies throughout the
preparation of the Local Plan and over the duration of the plan period. At present, it is unclear on what
basis this occur when moving forwards and this part of the SoCG should be developed further before
the Local Plan is submitted for examination. 3.1.7 In this regard, of particular significance, is the York,
North Yorkshire and East Riding and Hull Spatial Framework currently being prepared by the local
LEP. The Spatial Framework will consider the extended economic, social and environmental aspirations
for the area including Hambleton. Whilst non-statutory, Gladman consider this document to fulfil an
important role in securing cross boundary strategic growth needs in the long term. A suitable
collaborative framework will be required to be adopted by the LEP authorities to secure this through
Local Plans with a review mechanism written into the Plan in response to this if proven necessary.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Ms Louise Cole (1097040)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1028

Response Date

10/09/19 16:09

Consultation Point

Duty to Cooperate (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

Appendix A L COLE LPreg19-724 maps view of
Leeming Bar.png
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Appendix G Leeming Bar Report March
2017_redactedLPreg19-724.pdf
Appendix D L COLE Local Plan submission Aerial
view of alternative sitesLPreg19-724.png
19-09-10 LCOLE Local Plan LPreg
19-724_redacted.pdf
Appendix C LCOLE Local Plan cabinet
minutesLPreg19-724.pdf
Appendix F Mick Jewitt response to Rishi
SunakLPreg19-724_redacted.pdf
Appendix E Rishi Sunak MP
letterLPreg19-724_redacted.pdf
Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Please see attached files for full submission 12.1 In the Supplemental Local Plan – Consultation
Statement July 2019, there is a list of concerns raised during cross-border talks and the resolutions
where appropriate. Cleveland and Redcar Council states that: “Any significant uplift in employment
growth in Hambleton District could cause issues in terms of attracting working age population from
Redcar and Cleveland into Hambleton.” Hambleton Council repeats this comment in every box (ie
makes no comment of its own) and by way of ‘resolution’ says it will continue to discuss this with the
relevant authority. 12.2 In effect, Hambleton has not addressed this issue at all, but has actually planned
to attract exactly the kind of workers that Redcar and Cleveland are so worried about losing. 12.3
Hambleton has a history of ignoring the needs and concerns of other counties. In 2007 Middlesbrough
commented on Hambleton’s preferred sites consultation that it was allocating far too many greenfield
sites for housing, and building houses far in excess of its need. This meant that Middlesbrough could
not attract developers to redevelop its brownfield sites which are more challenging and expensive to
work on. The same pattern is playing out here with excessive housing causing concern for other
authorities about migration, loss of residents and loss of workers – and Hambleton is doing nothing to
address their concerns.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 29

Comment by

Ingleby Arncliffe Parish Council (Mr Clive Walley 1225565)

Comment ID

LPreg19-310

Response Date

17/09/19 12:06

Consultation Point

1.12 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.7

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Parish of Ingleby Arncliffe is a cross-boundary Parish and we are aware that a “Duty to Co-operate
– Statement of Common Ground” exists between the Parish’s two Local Planning Authorities, Hambleton
District Council and North York Moors National Park Authority. However, such statements are completed
at District and Parks level and don’t we feel address the cross-boundary issues at a Parish level. We
feel that there has been an absence of constructive engagement between HDC, NYMPA and the
Parish Council in considering what options could be agreed upon by the two planning authorities, for
assisting the Parish in looking at sites for future housing development that either border or lie in a
different authorities planning area. In particular consideration of a NYMPA situated site, referred to
locally as the Grain Store site. The Parish is classified as being outside of NYMPA’s settlement hierarchy
but has over 90% of its population inside the HDC planning area. The Parish has clearly shown in its
pre-consultation draft neighbourhood plan that there is Parish housing need, which could potentially
be addressed by development of the Grain Store site. The Grain store is central to the village of Ingleby
Cross, borders the NYMPA boundary but its location within the NYMPA planning area places planning
obligations in relationship to new housing which makes achieving viability a greater hurdle than would
be the case under HDC planning regulations. If the Parish had been a larger cross-boundary authority,

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 30

it is more than likely than HDC would have addressed the situation by reaching an accommodation
with NYMPA on the sites development. Whereas there is constructive dialogue between local planning
authorities and larger authorities, small Parishes such as the Parish of Ingleby Arncliffe are overlooked.
Whilst the unfortunate closure of the Parish’s former school may well provide a suitable site for new
housing at this time, the potential of the Grain Store site for future housing development remains of
keen interest to the Parish, but is not considered or addressed by the two Local Planning Authorities
in their respective "Duty to Co-operate Statements"
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The Duty to Co-operate statement should be assessed at all relevant level's of local authorities.
Engaging fully with Parish's in cross-boundary situations and providing individual statements addressing
the needs of the smaller authorities. A statement should be agreed upon addressing the specific
position of our Parish.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To represent and explain the importance of this situation and its effect on the Parish's future housing
options.
Comment by

Dalton Transport & Storage Ltd (Mr and Mrs Wilson
- 1229566)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1052

Response Date

17/09/19 14:35
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2 Issues shaping the Local Plan (View)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This section of the Local Plan identifies several key issues which it seeks to overcome. These include
the three cross-cutting issues of climate change, housing and an ageing population. It is important
that the plan addresses each and provides appropriate policy responses. The issues of housing and
an ageing population are discussed in greater detail within our comments upon Policy S2.[see
LPreg19-914]
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-539

Response Date

03/09/19 11:17

Consultation Point

2.9 Paragraph (View)
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Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
It should also be noted that the District, and particularly the Vale of Mowbray, has been an important
transit route for centuries. This is reflected by the presence of the major north south Roman Road,
Dere Street, with attendant fortifications at Healam Bridge. This also explains the location of battlefields,
such as Myton (1319) and Northallerton (Battle of the Standard, 1138), as invading Scottish armies
followed this main route southwards. Like much of Yorkshire, the medieval record is particularly strong
in Hambleton District, with large numbers of deserted villages, manorial sites, monastic centres and
strategically located stone and earthwork castles;
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Paragraph 2.9 line 5 amend to read:-“.. Orkney Islands. The Vale of Mowbray has been an
important transit route for centuries. This is reflected by the presence of themajor north-south Roman
Road, Dere Street, with attendant fortifications at Healam Bridge. This also explains the location
of battlefields, such as Myton (1319) and Northallerton (Battle of the Standard, 1138), as
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invading Scottish armies followed this main route southwards.Like much of Yorkshire, the medieval
record is particularly strong in Hambleton District, with large numbers of deserted villages, manorial
sites, monastic centres and strategically located stone and earthwork castles”

Comment by

Labour Party (Mr Mark White - 1225492)

Comment ID

LPreg19-526
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.7

Files
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
5. Village Housing and Transport. a. The Plan refers in the Key Issues to the problem of lack of
affordable housing in villages causing young people to move out and also refers to the extremely
limited often non-existent public transport connectivity of many villages. However the Plan does not
properly put together the full range of threats to village communities which include loss of schools and
public services and in some cases depletion of resident population through the increase of holiday
lets and second homes. b. The Plan is therefore not Positively Prepared in that it fails to properly
identify the problems facing a large sector of the population of the District and having failed to identify
it properly fails completely to deal with it. The Plan should be referred back for more work on the
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problems facing villages and be required to produce a comprehensive package of policies to address
them.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-698
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.2 The table on page 24 sets out the key housing issues facing the District. The table identifies that
the demand for housing is strong but that a lack of small (1 to 3 bedroom) houses, bungalows and
affordable homes means that young people and families on low incomes struggle to afford suitable
housing and often move out of the District and the rapidly ageing population requires specific
accommodation to meet their needs. 2.3 We support the key housing issues identified in principle. It
is evident a wide choice of homes are required and it is essential the associated housing policies and
allocations will meet the required needs.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-668
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2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 18a
LPreg19-657.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
2.2 The table on page 24 sets out the key housing issues facing the District. The table identifies that
the demand for housing is strong but that a lack of small (1 to 3 bedroom) houses, bungalows and
affordable homes means that young people and families on low incomes struggle to afford suitable
housing and often move out of the District and the rapidly ageing population requires specific
accommodation to meet their needs. 2.3 We support the key housing issues identified in principle. It
is evident a wide choice of homes are required and it is essential the associated housing policies and
allocations will meet the required needs.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Subject to the change below, we would endorse the Key Issues which have been identified in terms
of the historic environment.The Key Issue in terms of the District’s Environmental assets is the challenge
of resolving how the development needs of Hambleton (in terms of housing, jobs and all the other
things its communities need) can be delivered in a manner which minimises harm to those elements
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of the built, natural and historic environment which make the District such a distinctive and attractive
place.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Amend accordingly

Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-823

Response Date

17/09/19 12:05
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3 Vision and Spatial Development Strategy (View)
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2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.1 The PD contains a number of key issues set out on a topic/theme basis which the Plan’s Vision
and Spatial Development Strategy should ultimately seek to address/fulfil. We comment on those
relevant to our Client’s land interests below: Economy The PD acknowledges the key economic
strengths of Hambleton across sectors, and the need to maintain and attract new inward investment
to the District. Our Client supports this positive approach. They are also pleased to note the recognition
of the need to deliver new housing, including affordable housing, to ensure that the local workforce
can continue to live and work in the District. A failure to provide for and deliver sufficient new homes
(of the right size and tenure in the right location) will result in a declining local workforce and more
in-commuting into the District. These are challenges which the development strategy must positively
address in order for Hambleton to thrive as a District. Our Client welcome the specific reference to the
role of Leeming Bar as an employment location, maximising its connectivity and strategic location off
junction 51 of the A1(M). It presents the opportunity to attract new inward investment into the District,
supported by new housing growth in the settlement. Housing Our Client welcomes acknowledgment
of the strong demand for new housing in Hambleton, and the pressure that high levels of demand is
currently placing on supply. The lack of supply has naturally caused issues of affordability, with people
having to move out of the District in order to afford their own home. To this end, our Client agrees that
there is a need for the PD to plan for and facilitate the delivery of a more balanced housing market to
support the sustainable growth of inclusive communities consistent with the National Planning Policy
Framework (hereafter referred to as the “Framework”). Specific reference is made to the lack of smaller
homes (1 to 3 bedroom) and affordable homes, as well as provision for the elderly. Our Client supports
the need to deliver a mix of new housing; this also includes family housing and aspirational housing
in order to meet all housing needs, and which will provide the District with the best possible opportunity
to retain the local workforce and with it capture the associated economic and social benefits.
Infrastructure and Community Services Hambleton benefits from excellent strategic road and rail links.
This includes the A1(M). Accordingly, the PD should plan to capitalise on these strengths to the benefit
of the local economy, focusing growth around key locations along this route. This includes Leeming
Bar which is strategically located to deliver significant economic and housing growth in the District
(along the A1(M) and lies just 6 miles from Northallerton (and with it access to the East Coast Main
Line).
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-699

Response Date

11/09/19 09:45
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3 Vision and Spatial Development Strategy (View)
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2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 044 059.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.4 The Local Plan Vision states that housing will be of an amount, scale, quality, size and type that
reflects the changing needs of Hambleton’s communities and workforce. We support this part of vision
in principle
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.4 The Local Plan Vision states that housing will be of an amount, scale, quality, size and type that
reflects the changing needs of Hambleton’s communities and workforce. We support this part of vision
in principle
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We broadly support the Vision and Spatial Strategy as being consistent with the aim of sustainability.
However, the Housing Element of the Plan is seriously deficient in a number of ways and should be
referred back until these deficiencies are addressed. The deficiencies are: 6. Development sites a.
We broadly accept the distribution of sites as being in line with the spatial strategy and supportive of
sustainability. b. The Plan identifies a land supply for a sixteen year development period but does not
appear to deal with phasing. A policy on phasing should be added to make sure that not too many
sites are in development simultaneously, sites are not left partly developed for long periods and that
disruption to residents and businesses is kept to a minimum.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support the proposed Vision especially the intention that:- · new development will have reinforced
the distinctive character of Hambleton’s settlements and landscapes, and · Hambleton’s historic assets
will have been preserved and enhanced
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Spatial Vision is considered to be sufficiently aspirational, built around the considerable economic
growth potential of the District. Our Clients supports the specific reference to the A1(M) as a strategic
location for employment growth. Further, they welcome recognition of the need to deliver housing of
an amount, scale, quality, size and type which reflects the changing needs of Hambleton’s communities
and workforce. That said, they do consider that the Vision should commit to the delivery of new housing
which meets the “objectively assessed housing needs” of the District as a minimum to be consistent
with paragraph 11(b) of the Framework. Outcomes and Actions The Outcomes and Actions are clear
and concise, and set a clear picture of how the Council intends to deliver its Spatial Vision. Outcome
1 and Action (i) re-enforce the role of Leeming Bar as a location for housing and economic growth
maximising its locational sustainability, which our Client supports. Outcome 3 and Action (iii) recognise
the growth potential of villages as sustainable local communities, delivering organic growth. Our Client
is pleased that the role of villages in supporting housing and economic growth across the District is
supported. Outcome 8 and Action (viii) focus on the delivery of a better mix of quality, size and type
of housing which meet the needs of Hambleton’s communities and workforce. Whilst our Client supports
this approach, they note that Action (viii) makes specific reference to the delivery of more smaller
homes, affordable homes, single storey and specialist housing; this housing should not come at the
expense of other types of housing, including family and aspirational housing for which there remains
a need, and which has the benefit of freeing up smaller housing as people upsize as well as helping
to retain the local workforce (current and existing) in the District.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See above
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client broadly supports the Vision [para 3.1]. The Vision includes that “Housing will be of an amount,
scale, quality, size and type that reflects the changing needs of Hambleton’s communities and
workforce”. This is supported, however its achievement relies upon the delivery of appropriate sites.
As set out in our response to Policy HG1, our client’s alternative sites (S/142/015, 016, 017) must be
allocated for housing in advance of STK1 in order for this part of the vision to be achieved in Stokesley.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We generally support the Local Plan Vision and Outcomes, particularly the housing and economic
growth elements. It is noted and welcomed that the plan seeks to take advantage of growth opportunities
at strategic locations, including along the A1(M) and A19 corridor. However, we note that there are
aspects of the vision where the outcomes are not been fully met by the proposed policy. We explicitly
support outcome 7 in supporting the housing requirements of residents of the district and seeking to
match the needs of Hambleton’s residents and workforce. In this regard it is important that housing
opportunities are provided in areas of potential employment growth.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client broadly supports the Vision [para 3.1]. The Vision states that “Housing will be of an amount,
scale, quality, size and type that reflects the changing needs of Hambleton’s communities and
workforce”. This is supported, however its achievement relies upon the delivery of appropriate sites
for housing. As set out in our response to Policy HG1 below, our client’s submission is that their land
interests at Raskelf should be allocated for the delivery of up to 9 dwellings, including traditional homes
and bungalows, in order to deliver the homes needed.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Community First Yorkshire provides a representative view from the voluntary and community sector.
Feedback and observations are from contact with sector organisations and communities, gathered as
part of the services we deliver and from our engagement in local, county and national groups and input
into a range of economic, community and health and wellbeing strategies. We provide support and
training to VCS organisations through our Community and Volunteering Support service across North
Yorkshire, we provide community planning support and have delivered programmes to champion
Community Led Housing across parts of North Yorkshire including Hambleton. This has included
awareness of community led housing and its benefits to communities with a view to providing support
for schemes to come forward. Community First Yorkshire is also part of the national network of 38
ACRE members (Action with Communities in Rural England - Rural Community Councils) which adds
to the insight provided in this response. The Spacial and Development Vision is welcomed and seen
as clearly and comprehensively setting out the way forward for Hambleton. It is our view that support
to deliver social, environmental and cultural benefits is to have thematic cross-cutting, cross
departmental policies and plans which ensure coherence and optimise investment. Communities and
community assets are a central part of the vision as are considerations given to particular groups within
the population. However, more explicit reference should be made to the development of community
assets as part of special developments.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Adding in the following text
Consideration will always be given to community facilities for people to access, this may identify a need
for additional and/or different facilities, upgrading current facilities and making changes to accessibility.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Response: the spatial strategy focusses overly on standard product housing delivery in key market
towns, which has implications for not adequately delivering future quality and individuality across the
district.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: Page 34 Action ix: We recommend that
‘facilities and services’ be added at the end.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Page 34 Action ix: We recommend that ‘facilities and services’ be added at the end.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Outcome 2 [para 3.4] of the Vision is that “Market towns across Hambleton have fulfilled and sustained
their role as vibrant and distinct centres of services and facilities for local and surrounding communities”.
The stated ‘Action II’ to achieve this is “To secure enhanced retail, cultural, leisure and visitor facilities
for the towns of Bedale, Easingwold, Northallerton, Stokesley and Thirsk, supported by growth in
homes and jobs, coordinated with infrastructure improvements”.This is also broadly supported, however
again given our submission to Policy HG1, in order for this to be achieved in Stokesley our view is that
our client’s alternative sites (S/142/015, 016, 017) must be allocated ahead of STK1 in order for this
outcome to be achieved. Given our client’s objection, to ensure soundness, Policy HG1 and the Policies
Map must be modified to remove SKT1 and allocate housing development at Sites S/142/016, 017
and 015 (and any further consequential implications throughout the plan) ahead of submission for
examination.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.5 The place outcomes identify what the Council seeks to have achieved by 2035. Outcome 2 states
that Market Towns across Hambleton will have fulfilled and sustained their role as vibrant and distinct
centres of services and facilities for local and surrounding communities. To achieve this the action
required is to secure enhanced retail, cultural, leisure and visitor facilities for the towns of Bedale,
Easingwold, Northallerton, Stokesley and Thirsk, supported by growth in homes and jobs, coordinated
by infrastructure improvements. 2.6 Outcome 7 identifies that the demographic profile will have started
to re-balance with more young people remaining or returning to Hambleton to live and work. This is
to be achieved by supporting a range of housing, employment/ training, transport choices and a leisure
/ evening economy to attract and retain a younger age group. 2.7 Outcome 8 seeks to achieve a better
match between the quality, size and type of housing and the needs of Hambleton’s communities and
workforce. This is to be achieved by supplying different kinds of homes with more small (2/3 bedroom)
properties, affordable, single storey and specialist housing which will respond to local needs including
the requirements of an ageing population. 2.8 We support these outcomes and actions in principle.
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2019-09-06 Mr Wigan - Raskelf.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Objectives Our client broadly supports the 9 outcomes set to be achieved by 2035 and in particular
objectives 3, 6 and 8. Our client encourages the Council to ensure that economic aspirations and
targets are closely linked to other objectives such as new homes and infrastructure as they are not
mutually exclusive and can only be achieved when considered jointly. Our client believes that new
development provides the opportunity to enhance the vitality of settlements and improve the quality
of accommodation and the environment in which people live. Outcome 3 [para 3.4] of the Vision is
that “villages have become more socially and economically sustainable in supporting viable local
communities.” The stated ‘Action III’ to achieve this is “to allow for more organic growth in villages,
where it maintains or enhances the vitality of local communities by supporting the maintenance and/or
provision of appropriate local services, facilities and affordable housing, and is in keeping with the
village’s character and environment”. This is also broadly supported, however again given our response
to Policy HG1 in respect of our client’s land holdings at Raskelf (no allocations have been made within
the Secondary Village) this is not reflective of the objective to allow for organic growth in order to
support local communities. As such, we are concerned that a key Outcome of the plan will not be
delivered as a result of no development being identified within Raskelf.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.5 The place outcomes identify what the Council seeks to have achieved by 2035. Outcome 2 states
that Market Towns across Hambleton will have fulfilled and sustained their role as vibrant and distinct
centres of services and facilities for local and surrounding communities. To achieve this the action
required is to secure enhanced retail, cultural, leisure and visitor facilities for the towns of Bedale,
Easingwold, Northallerton, Stokesley and Thirsk, supported by growth in homes and jobs, coordinated
by infrastructure improvements. 2.6 Outcome 7 identifies that the demographic profile will have started
to re-balance with more young people remaining or returning to Hambleton to live and work. This is
to be achieved by supporting a range of housing, employment/ training, transport choices and a leisure
/ evening economy to attract and retain a younger age group. 2.7 Outcome 8 seeks to achieve a better
match between the quality, size and type of housing and the needs of Hambleton’s communities and
workforce. This is to be achieved by supplying different kinds of homes with more small (2/3 bedroom)
properties, affordable, single storey and specialist housing which will respond to local needs including
the requirements of an ageing population. 2.8 We support these outcomes and actions in principle.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support the intention that Hambleton’s special qualities including its landscapes, natural, built and
historic assets will have been protected and enhanced. These elements help to give the District its
distinctive character, they contribute to its economic well-being and they are a key component adding
to the quality of life of its communities. It is wholly appropriate, therefore, that the Plan seeks to
safeguard these assets.
Comment by

Prices Paving & Tile Ltd (Ms V Price - 1026577)

Comment ID

LPreg19-388

Response Date

17/09/19 12:05

Consultation Point

Spatial Development Strategy (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type
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0.10

Files

2019-09-17 V Price of Prices Paving_LPreg19-388
redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Subject: HAMBLETON LOCAL PLAN PUBLICATION DRAFT: PRICE'S PAVINGS (SNAPE) REF
B/135/001 In view of the imminent deadline for comments on the above document I set out below a
statement which I hope consolidates all previous supporting comments made for this site since the
initial consultation period and also indicates the site owners current position regarding the existing
business and his potential options and courses of action for the next few months. 1. Background and
Current Situation Planning permission was granted for the use of the former Hare's Building Construction
and Fabrication Site (which had been in operation since the 1950s) in 2013 for the storage and
distribution of stone, tiles and ancillary materials for the current owner. This enabled him to consolidate
his operation, which began locally in 1996, from three smaller sites to one main site within Snape
village. This site was complementary to the existing showroom on the northern side of Snape which
was approved in 2006. The business has grown considerably since moving to Snape and now has a
national, even international, reputation and market reach. The employment generated by the business
is currently 12. The situation has now been reached where the owner must decide whether to remain
at the current operational level, as further expansion within the current site is not possible because of
both physical and environmental constraints. The owner has always been a considerate operator and
the last thing he desires is to increase the business within the existing site which, whilst complying
with all existing planning conditions, would represent an unacceptable operation in its day to day activity
to the detriment of local residents. 2. Current Options The first option as set out above is to do nothing
and continue the operation as it stands. This would have 2 effects: firstly the existing allocated site
within the village for 20-22 dwellings would not come forward and, secondly, that an activity which,
although fully approved and properly run, is not one which is ideally suited to a village location and is,
in fact not favoured by a significant number of local residents and would, consequently, remain. A
second option is that the owner could reduce the scale of the operation and diversify into more
specialised elements of the business (i.e. more decorative items and salvage/recovery aspects). This
would still mean that the business would remain in situ with traffic to and from the site continuing. This
would also mean that the allocated site would not come forward and that the employment levels would
be reduced. As all of the existing employees live within 10 miles of the site this would not be
advantageous to the local area. A third option is that the owner could, potentially, vacate the existing

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 57

site if it were financially possible, seek an alternative site (which he would wish to be located within
the Snape/Bedale general area) and continue the scope of the current business with the possibility
for expansion. Such an alternative site he would wish to have better access to the main road network
which would represent a significant environmental benefit and give the potential for increased local
employment. 3. The Existing Allocation and Need for A Larger Area The existing allocated area
comprises the northern part of the owner's landholding, which is an area of hardstanding, and totally
excludes the southern portion which contains the buildings which were formerly part of Hare's
construction and fabrication operation. This is at present used, not intensively, for storage purposes
by the current owner. The very southern part of the site is virtually unused and contains a large volume
of soils which were put there in the 1950s/60s when extended hardstanding and buildings were created
by the former occupier. It would seem obvious that the allocated site would not appear attractive to
any developer whilst the existing buildings and overgrown soils storage area remain. Any developer
coming forward in respect of the currently allocated area would, it seems natural, wish to have control
of the whole site in order to make the allocated site desirable. However with an allocation of only 20-22
units this would not seem to be an economic reality. At the same time the sale of only the allocated
area by the current owner would not provide the necessary financial resource to move out of the village.
There are therefore 2 complementary reasons why a larger allocated area, sufficient to accommodate
some 40-45 units of a variety of types and sizes, would be appropriate here. These 2 reasons are in
addition to the environmental and social benefits set out below. 4. Environmental and Social Benefits
of a Larger Allocation It has been noted above that although the existing business is operating with a
valid planning permission and is fully compliant with all imposed conditions, it is not an ideal activity
to be carried out within a village location. It has also been stated that the site is unlikely to be an
appealing development whilst it is located directly adjoining an area of unattractive buildings and
unused, overgrown. soil mounds. Should a larger allocated area be approved it would enable the whole
site to be improved by the demolition of existing buildings, a layout incorporating a range of house
types and sizes which would reflect the character of the village whilst also incorporating open spaces
and amenity areas which would utilise the areas of soil already stored on the site. There is the possibility
that a specific area for recreation which would benefit the First School could be incorporated into a
layout for a larger area. In addition a larger allocated area would result in the availability of a greater
proportion of Affordable Units being provided. The Council's Rural Housing Enabling Officer has
indicated that there is a specific need for such units in the Snape Area. Snape is, and it is likely to
retain its role as a Service Village as it has an important range of local services and facilities. The
development of the larger site requested would result in a larger local population which would
undoubtedly be beneficial to the retention and evolution of such services and facilities. In particular
the local First school would benefit significantly from a larger local catchment. 5. Site Availability
Timescale The site would be able to be brought forward for development within a maximum of 18
months should this be required or desirable. This is due to the fact that the floor space of any new
buildings required for the activity would be not greater, and probably less, than those on the existing
site since, as noted above, the existing buildings are not intensively used. Any transfer of the business
would entail the 'running down' of stock in Snape with new stocks being directly delivered to the
replacement location. 6. Site Owner's Interim Intentions The site owner is currently in consultation with
a local developer who wishes to be involved in the development of this site (i.e. a larger allocation). It
is most likely that a formal Pre-Application submission will be made within the next few weeks which
proposed the development of around 40-45 units. This will be submitted not in any way to prejudice
the consultation process or implementation of the future Local Plan but to show in a practical way how
the site could be beneficially developed in the form and scale which has been referred to in the above
comments.
Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-825

Response Date

17/09/19 12:18

Consultation Point

Spatial Development Strategy (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email
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Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The PD contains a number of Strategic Policies which direct future development in the District during
the Plan period. These commit to meeting the full housing and employment needs of Hambleton to
support healthy and prosperous communities.
Comment by

Persimmon Homes ( Richard Holland - 1229781)

Comment ID

LPreg19-978

Response Date

17/09/19 12:29

Consultation Point

S 1: Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 Persimmon Homes LPreg19-978.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy S1 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared or justified for the following
reasons: It is the view of Persimmon Homes that this policy should be more inclusive and reference
meeting all needs with regards to housing not just the affordable housing needs as stated.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Persimmon Homes considers that the policy should be modified as follows in order to make the
document sound:c. Securing the provision of suitable Market and affordable housing to meet the needs
and aspirations of existing and future residents;

Comment by

Church Commissioners for England ( - 1049922)

Comment ID

LPreg19-941
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S 1: Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status
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Email
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Files

2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Form
LPreg19-941
2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Written
Representation

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Emerging Policy S1 (‘Sustainable Development Principle’) identifies that sustainable development is
central to meeting the growth requirements of Hambleton. It sets out the ways in which the Council
will seek to achieve sustainable development and whilst we do not seek to object to this, we would
suggest that to ensure the plan is ‘sound’, being positively prepared and consistent with national
planning policy, it should positively pick out the key themes of the NPPF. It is suggested that the
Government’s objective of “significantly boosting” the supply of homes, as stated at paragraph 59 of
the NPPF is encompassed within Policy S1 at point ‘c’ which, as it is currently worded, seeks to achieve
sustainable development through “securing the provision of suitable and affordable housing to meet
the needs and aspirations of existing and future residents”.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Church Commissioners for England have significant landholdings within Hambleton, particularly
around Northallerton.The emerging Local Plan, in particular emerging allocation NOR1 (which currently
contains significant drafting errors), directly impacts upon our Client’s interests. In light of this and in
order to ensure that a sound Plan is prepared, the Commissioner’s wish to take part in future Hearing
sessions.
Comment by

Burrill Road Bedale ( - 1229750)

Comment ID

LPreg19-970

Response Date

17/09/19 10:08
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S 1: Sustainable Development Principles (View)
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0.13

Files

2019-09-17 ELG_Form_LPreg 19 -970.pdf
2019-09-17 ELG Reps Document Lpreg 19-970.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client fully supports the Council’s proposed sustainable development principles and in particular
the commitment to “Meeting development needs through sustainable development that supports
existing communities, making effective and efficient use of land, supporting social cohesion, minimising
the need to travel and promoting sustainable modes of travel”. Such an approach is positive and
identifies the need to support existing communities whilst providing sufficient development. These
principles will support the NPPF’s identified purpose of the planning system to contribute towards
sustainable development.In accordance with the tests outlined in paragraph 35 of the NPPF (2019),
this policy is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy in terms of
working towards sustainable development. Our client therefore considers this policy to be sound.
Comment by

Tanfield Lodge Estate ( - 1049685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-990

Response Date

17/09/19 11:47

Consultation Point

S 1: Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email
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Files

2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The intentions of the 7 provisions of this Policy are supported as they seek to meet the development
needs and ensure that a safe living and working environment is created. All of these matters are
consistent with the principles of achieving sustainable development and suggest a supportive
overarching policy for the PLP
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-701

Response Date

11/09/19 09:52

Consultation Point

S 1: Sustainable Development Principles (View)
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Email

Version
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Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 044 059.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.9 Policy S1 sets out seven sustainable development principles which will guide development in the
District. Principle A seeks to support existing communities and minimising the need to travel. Principle
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C seeks to secure the provision of suitable and affordable housing to meet the needs and aspirations
of existing and future residents. We support the sustainable development principles
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-671

Response Date

11/09/19 16:21

Consultation Point

S 1: Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 18a
LPreg19-657.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.9 Policy S1 sets out seven sustainable development principles which will guide development in the
District. Principle A seeks to support existing communities and minimising the need to travel. Principle
C seeks to secure the provision of suitable and affordable housing to meet the needs and aspirations
of existing and future residents. We support the sustainable development principles
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-553
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2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support his Criterion. The NPPF makes it clear that protecting and enhancing the natural, built and
historic environment are key components of the environmental objective of Sustainable Development.
Comment by

Enterpen Ltd ( G Baird - 1025929)

Comment ID

LPreg19-780

Response Date

17/09/19 14:24
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S 1: Sustainable Development Principles (View)
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Email
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Files

2019-09-17 Enterpen Ltd LPreg19-780.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Response: We understand officers’ reasons for focussing mainly on Northallerton and Thirsk, which
are sited not far from major highways, such as the A1M and the A19 and rail links. However, sites in
some of the service villages, especially those close to these lines of communication and with good
links to employment centres support the argument that the main settlements should not be given such
a high focus for housing delivery, especially when much market housing is often such a bland,
uninspiring product. We accept that the Council recognises the potential of other settlements in relevant
policy justification to make a contribution towards housing growth, but we feel that actual housing
delivery will be resisted in many of these locations in future unless it is already allocated in the draft
plan and unless it is very small scale and limited e.g. windfall sites. However, we believe that these
settlements afford an opportunity to provide more genuinely high standard development.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Messers L & M Faulkner (1049771)

Comment ID

LPreg19-749

Response Date

17/09/19 09:33

Consultation Point

S 1: Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed
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2019-09-17 Brafferton Manor Farm_redacted
LPreg19-749.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council states at Policy S1 that it will seek to ensure that development makes a positive contribution
to communities, including meeting needs and providing affordable housing. Whilst this is supported
as an aspiration it is vital that the plan provides the necessary policies to enable this to happen. As
will be shown in these representations it is not considered that the plan does this. As drafted the start
date for the plan results in an artificial reduction of the overall level of homes needed, which will not
meet affordable housing needs or benefit communities. The plan as drafted does not make strategic
decisions or plan for the needs of the district, rather it catalogues historic decisions and relies upon
undeliverable allocations from the previous plan. The implications of this for Brafferton and Helperby
is that are that there are no new allocations, which will not lead to delivery of the necessary level of
homes, particularly in the context of past under delivery in the settlement in the current plan period.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Dalton Transport & Storage Ltd (Mr and Mrs Wilson
- 1229566)

Comment ID

LPreg19-913

Response Date

17/09/19 11:21

Consultation Point

S 1: Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 Dalton Wilson_redacted LPreg19-913.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The sustainable development principles of policy S1 are generally supported. It is agreed that the
needs of the population and the district should be met in full in a sustainable manner. The focus of
promoting the district as a location for business is important in encouraging jobs growth. We would
comment however that this ambition for employment growth needs to be matched by provision of new
high quality homes in locations where they can best serve new business in a sustainable manner. New
employment and housing opportunities should be located closely.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-877

Response Date

17/09/19 09:05

Consultation Point

S 1 Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.16

Files

2019-09-17 Aiskew Farm_redacted LPreg19-877.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council states at Policy S1 that it will seek to ensure that development makes a positive contribution
to communities, including meeting needs and providing affordable housing. Whilst this is supported
as an aspiration it is vital that the plan provides the necessary policies to enable this to happen. As
will be shown in these representations it is not considered that the plan does this. As drafted the start
date for the plan results in an artificial reduction of the overall level of homes needed, which will not
be meet affordable housing needs or benefit communities. The plan as drafted does not make strategic
decisions or plan for the needs of the district, rather it catalogues historic decisions and relies upon
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undeliverable allocations form the previous plan. The implications of this for Bedale and Aiskew are
that the only allocations are AIB 1 (Northeast of Ashgrove, Aiskew) and AIB 2 (South of Lyngarth Farm,
Bedale) cumulatively totalling 145 homes which will not lead to delivery of the necessary level of homes.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-826

Response Date

17/09/19 12:21

Consultation Point

S 1 Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Framework confirms that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement
of sustainable development. The Framework sets out three overarching sustainability objectives;
economic, social and environmental . On review of Policy S1, its is clear that this has been prepared
having regard to the guidance contained in the Framework and is one which our Client supports. That
said, our Client does consider that Part (c) of the Policy should be amended to read “Securing the
provision of suitable market and affordable housing to meet the needs and aspirations of existing and
future residents.”
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
our Client does consider that Part (c) of the Policy should be amended to read “Securing the provision
of suitable market and affordable housing to meet the needs and aspirations of existing and future
residents.”

Comment by

Ingleby Arncliffe Parish Council (Mr Clive Walley 1225565)

Comment ID

LPreg19-311

Response Date

17/09/19 12:18

Consultation Point

S 1 Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Parish Council of Ingleby Arncliffe supports the intentions of the policy but is disappointed that
the Plan does not set out how the concerns and needs of the Parish of Ingleby Arncliffe are to be
addressed. Local Plans are expected to set out a strategy to deliver identified need. Hambleton District
Council is fully aware that the former Primary School and its playing field are vacant and unused, yet
the Draft Plan ignores how this previously developed site could be used to deliver Affordable Housing.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
By including the housing need as stated in the Parish of Ingleby Arncliffe's pre-consultation draft
neighbourhood plan which provides full supporting detail of the Parish's housing needs surveys,
particularly that of the 2016 survey. The report accompanying the survey was prepared by the Rural
Housing Enabler.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
Hambleton District Council were aware of the Parish's housing need and should have supported that
need in producing the Local Plan.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-814

Response Date

17/09/19 15:04

Consultation Point

S 1 Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-17 Linton LPreg19-814.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Berkeley DeVeer fully support the Council’s proposed sustainable development principles and in
particular the commitment to “Meeting development needs through sustainable development that
supports existing communities, making effective and efficient use of land, supporting social cohesion,
minimising the need to travel and promoting sustainable modes of travel”. Such an approach is positive
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and identifies the need to support existing communities whilst providing sufficient development. These
principles will support the NPPF’s identified purpose of the planning system to contribute towards
sustainable development. The Government is committed to ensuring that more homes are built and
supports ambitious authorities who want to plan for growth. In accordance with the tests outlined in
paragraph 35 of the NPPF (2019), this policy is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent
with national policy in terms of working towards sustainable development. Berkeley DeVeer therefore
consider this policy to be sound.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-853

Response Date

17/09/19 15:01

Consultation Point

S 1 Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 CAM1 LPreg19-853.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Berkeley DeVeer fully support the Council’s proposed sustainable development principles and in
particular the commitment to “Meeting development needs through sustainable development that
supports existing communities, making effective and efficient use of land, supporting social cohesion,
minimising the need to travel and promoting sustainable modes of travel”. Such an approach is positive
and identifies the need to support existing communities whilst providing sufficient development. These
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principles will support the NPPF’s identified purpose of the planning system to contribute towards
sustainable development. In accordance with the tests outlined in paragraph 35 of the NPPF (2019),
this policy is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy in terms of
working towards sustainable development. Berkeley DeVeer therefore consider this policy to be sound.
Comment by

England Lyle Good ( Tom Gibbons - 1228038)

Comment ID

LPreg19-723

Response Date

17/10/19 10:53

Consultation Point

S 1 Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 ELG TIS1 LPreg19-723.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council’s proposed sustainable development principles that are set out in Policy S1, clearly imply
the importance of ensuring that developments are sustainable and that they can contribute in a positive
manner. Our client supports the Council’s principles of how this is to be achievable, particularly: “Meeting
development needs through sustainable development that supports existing communities, making
effective and efficient use of land, supporting social cohesion, minimising the need to travel and
promoting sustainable modes of travel”. This approach clearly implies that there is a need to support
existing communities, whilst ensuring that there is appropriate development being delivered. These
principles that are set out are in accordance with the purpose of the planning system and how it is to
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contribute towards achieving sustainable development, as identified in the NPPF. Paragraph 35 of the
NPPF sets out the necessary tests for Local Plans. In accordance with the parameters that are set
out in paragraph 35, this policy is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national
policy in achieving sustainable development. Therefore, our client considers this policy to be sound.
Comment by

Mr Wigan (1227691)

Comment ID

LPreg19-675

Response Date

06/09/19 16:31

Consultation Point

S 1 Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-06 Mr Wigan - Raskelf.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client supports the criteria within the policy and considers that they accurately reflect current
national policy and guidance.
Comment by

Trustees of The Lady Milnes Coates June 1987
Settlement (1227682)

Comment ID

LPreg19-658
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Response Date

17/09/19 15:19

Consultation Point

S 1 Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 Lady Milnes Coates Settlement.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Trustees support Policy S 1 in principle. Meeting development needs and supporting existing
communities is clearly important in rural areas, and this principle should be fed through into the housing
policies, as discussed at Section 3.[see attached]
Comment by

Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) (
Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) 1229417)

Comment ID

LPreg19-857

Response Date

17/09/19 16:13

Consultation Point

S 1 Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email
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Version
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Files

2019-09-17 land off Station Road LPreg19-857.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council states at Policy S1 that it will seek to ensure that development makes a positive contribution
to communities, including meeting needs and providing affordable housing. Whilst this is supported
as an aspiration, it is vital that the Plan provides the necessary policies to enable this to happen. As
will be shown in these representations, it is not considered that the Plan does this. As drafted, the start
date for the Plan results in an artificial reduction of the overall level of homes needed, which will not
be meet affordable housing needs or benefit communities.The Plan as drafted does not make strategic
decisions or plan for the needs of the district; rather it catalogues historic decisions and relies upon
undeliverable allocations from the previous Plan. The implications of this for Thirsk are that there is
only a single allocation serving the settlement, delivering 110 units over the entirety of the Plan period.
For a settlement that sits jointly at the top of the settlement hierarchy, to only allocate 110 homes is
wholly unacceptable. It is noted that Sowerby is combined with Thirsk in the settlement hierarchy and
a further site is allocated in this settlement providing a further 50 units. It is considered that this approach,
whereby only 160 units are to be allocated in a settlement that is in the top tier of the hierarchy, is
unprecedented throughout the country. There is a significant over reliance on existing committed sites,
several of which may never come forward, but which in turn means the Council’s strategic approach
to distribution is not based on sound logic, but simply around where planning permission has previously
been granted.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mr Steve Barker (1046388)

Comment ID

LPreg19-918

Response Date

17/09/19 11:47

Consultation Point

S 1 Sustainable Development Principles (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 S_Barker_redacted PLreg19-918.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council states at Policy S1 that it will seek to ensure that development makes a positive contribution
to communities, including meeting needs and providing affordable housing. Whilst this is supported
as an aspiration it is vital that the plan provides the necessary policies to enable this to happen. As
will be shown in these representations it is not considered that the plan does this. As drafted the start
date for the plan results in an artificial reduction of the overall level of homes needed, which will not
be meet affordable housing needs or benefit communities. The plan as drafted does not make strategic
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decisions or plan for the needs of the district, rather it catalogues historic decisions and relies upon
undeliverable allocations from the previous plan. For instance, Thirsk is joint top of the hierarchy and
due to take the majority of growth within the Plan Period, along with Northallerton. There are however
only two allocations proposed for Thirsk, totalling 160 homes. We note that this is also inconsistent
with the key diagram which states that 205 units have been allocated within Thirsk.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr B Tweddle (1229016)
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2019-09-17 East Cowton_redacted LPreg19-796.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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The Council states at Policy S1 that it will seek to ensure that development makes a positive contribution
to communities, including meeting needs and providing affordable housing. Whilst this is supported
as an aspiration it is vital that the plan provides the necessary policies to enable this to happen. As
will be shown in these representations it is not considered that the plan does this. As drafted the start
date for the plan results in an artificial reduction of the overall level of homes needed, which will not
meet affordable housing needs or benefit communities. The plan as drafted does not make strategic
decisions or plan for the needs of the district, rather it catalogues historic decisions and relies upon
undeliverable allocations from the previous plan. The implications of this for East Cowton is that are
that there are no new allocations, which will not lead to delivery of the necessary level of homes,
particularly in the context of past under delivery in the settlement in the current plan period.
Comment by

Mary Fisher (1027547)
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2019-09-17 Mary Fisher-Shipton_redacted
LPreg19-804.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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The Council states at Policy S1 that it will seek to ensure that development makes a positive contribution
to communities, including meeting needs and providing affordable housing. Whilst this is supported
as an aspiration it is vital that the plan provides the necessary policies to enable this to happen. As
will be shown in these representations it is not considered that the plan does this. As drafted the start
date for the plan results in an artificial reduction of the overall level of homes needed, which will not
meet affordable housing needs or benefit communities. The plan as drafted does not make strategic
decisions or plan for the needs of the district, rather it catalogues historic decisions and relies upon
undeliverable allocations from the previous plan. The implications of this for Shipton by Beningbrough
is that are that there are no new allocations, which will not lead to delivery of the necessary level of
homes, particularly in the context of past under delivery in the settlement in the current plan period.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Persimmon Homes ( Richard Holland - 1229781)
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2019-09-17 Persimmon Homes LPreg19-978.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy S2 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared or justified for the following
reasons: This policy states that provision will be made for at least 6,615 new homes over the period
2014 to 2035 Paragraph 60 of the NPPF 2019 states that ‘to determine the minimum number of homes
needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using
the standard method in national planning guidance – unless exceptional circumstances justify an
alternative approach which also reflects current and future demographic trends and market signals’.
Persimmon Homes have considered the local housing need (LHN) using the Standard Methodology
set out in PPG, it can be calculated as follows: Step 1 - Setting the baseline 2014-based household
projections in England average annual household growth over a 10 year period, with the current year
being used as the starting point. The household projection for 2019 is 39,872 and in 2029 it is 41,435,
therefore the growth equals 1,563, giving an average of 156 dwellings each year. Step 2 - An adjustment
to take account of affordability The most recent median workplace-based affordability ratio for Hambleton
is 2018 at 9.09 Where an adjustment is to be made, the formula is:[see attached submission] For
Hambleton this would be: Adjustment Factor = (((9.09 - 4) / 4) x 0.25) + 1 = 1.32 Minimum annual local
housing need figure = (adjustment factor) x projected household growth For Hambleton this would be:
Minimum annual local housing need figure = 1.32 x 156 = 206 dpa. Step 3 - Capping the level of any
increase The Hambleton Core Strategy was adopted more than 5 years ago, therefore the local housing
need figure is capped at 40% above whichever is the higher of: the projected household growth for
the area over the 10 year period identified in step 1; or the average annual housing requirement figure
set out in the most recently adopted strategic policies. The Hambleton Core Strategy had a stepped
housing requirement from the Regional Spatial Strategy ranging from 320dpa in 2004-2011 to 260dpa
in 2016-2021. 40% above 260 would be 364dpa.The capped figure is greater than the minimum annual
local housing need figure and therefore does not limit the increase to the local authority’s minimum
annual housing need figure. It should be noted that the Standard Method identifies a minimum annual
housing need figure, it does not produce a housing requirement figure. It should also be noted that
the Government is committed to ensuring that more homes are built and supports ambitious authorities
who want to plan for growth. The Standard Method provides a minimum starting point, and there may
be circumstances where it is appropriate to consider whether the actual housing need is higher than
the Standard Method indicates. PPG (ID: 2A-010) goes on to states that these circumstances can
include: growth strategies for the area; strategic infrastructure improvements; previous levels of delivery;
or where previous assessments of need (such as the Hambleton Housing and Economic Development
Needs Assessment (HEDNA)) are significantly greater than the outcome from the Standard Method.
The Local Plan sets out how the Council have commissioned SHMAs in 2016 and the HEDNA in 2018.
The HEDNA 2018 suggests that there is an objectively assessed need (OAN) of 315 dwellings per
annum (dpa) or 6,615 homes over the period. This is the figure that the Council has chosen to use as
the housing requirement. Hambleton is part of the York, North Yorkshire and East Riding Enterprise
Partnership, their latest Local Growth Deal was published in July 2016 this is a deal with Government
to support key capital investments that deliver jobs and growth. The Growth Deal is currently valued
at £145.9m to be delivered between 2015 and 2021. The Enterprise Partnership aims to deliver at
least 5,000 new homes annually across all types and tenures, supported through their Growth Deal
and Housing Strategy. This suggests there is potential to increase the housing requirement further.
The Hambleton Economic Strategy 2014-24 seeks to create 3000 jobs over the 10 year period. It is
noted that the Economic Led Housing Need as set out in the HEDNA suggests that the CE forecasts
result in an employment growth of 165 jobs per annum over the period 2016-2035. This is below the
level sought in the Economic Strategy, which suggests there may be potential for a further increase
in the housing figure to support the Strategy. Persimmon Homes support the Council in using a figure
over and above the figure identified by the LHN identified by the Standard Method, however, it is
considered that there is potential to increase the housing requirement further. Persimmon Homes
support the Council in the use of the words ‘at least’ 6,615 new homes, which allows for additional
homes over and above the requirement. However, it is considered the policy would be benefit from
the inclusion of ‘net’ new homes. This reflected approach should be taken forward into all other policies
in the plan which at present does not appear to be the case.
Comment by
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Part 1 Litchfields LPreg19-861.PDF

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Housing Need Introduction 2.1 The overall housing requirement for Hambleton is set out within draft
Policy S2. This section of the representation reviews the assumptions used by the Council in reaching
this housing requirement. On this basis, we consider whether the Plan has been positively prepared
in line with paragraph 35 of the NPPF. Objectively Assessed Housing Need 2.2 Taylor Wimpey has
reviewed the Local Plan and the associated evidence base including the Hambleton Housing and
Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) (prepared by GL Hearn in June 2018). A Housing
Technical Note has been prepared on behalf of Taylor Wimpey which can be found at Appendix 1. 2.3
Strategic Policy S2 of the draft Local Plan states that provision will be made for the delivery of at least
6,615 new homes across the period 2014 – 2035. This is based on an annual requirement of at least
315 dwellings per annum (dpa). The 315 dpa requirement is derived from the HEDNA, which advocates
an economic-led scenario for calculating Local Housing Need (LHN) drawing on a range of datasets
and reports to consider what level of housing would be required for forecasts to be met. It modelled
Cambridge Econometrics [CE], Oxford Economics [OE] and (via the Regional Economic Model)
Experian forecasts. As these all recorded very low (and in some cases negative) growth rates over
the Plan period, GL Hearn accelerated the growth of the most positive projection (CE) to reflect recent
employment initiatives. This results in a net job growth of 165 jobs annually between 2016 and 2035.
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2.4 Translating this into housing need, GL Hearn made a number of assumptions relating to
double-jobbing, commuting, economic activity rates, and household formation rates. The core analysis
identified a housing need of 315 dpa. 2.5 As set out in the appended report, Lichfields considers that
GL Hearn’s assertion that the employment-led LHN for Hambleton District is 315 dpa is flawed and
not appropriate. The Council has proposed a level of job growth that is inconsistent with the housing
target and which could result in a number of negative externalities including unsustainable commuting
patterns. To adequately align with the employment land target, at least 493 dpa and potentially as
much as 509 dpa is likely to be required between 2014-2035. Without such an uplift in the housing
requirement, the draft Local Plan cannot be considered consistent with paragraph 81(c) of the NPPF,
which requires planning policies to address potential barriers to investment, such as inadequate housing
provision. 2.6 On this basis, it is considered that Hambleton District Council (HDC) should: 1 Revisit
the evidence base which underpins the housing requirement figure of 315 dwellings, taking on board
Lichfields’ analysis which sets out that the Council’s LHN is in the region of 493-509 dpa. 2 Identify
additional housing sites to meet the significant shortfall in housing need and the higher annual
requirement identified as part of the Lichfields’ analysis of the Council’s housing evidence base. 2.7
The range of 493-509 dpa is higher than the 315 dpa taken forward in the emerging Local Plan, but
not out of line with the level of housing delivered in the District over the past 3 years (which has
averaged 478 dpa, with a peak of 546 dpa in 2016/17). The housing requirement should be uplifted
accordingly. Without the above changes, it is considered that the draft Local Plan is not sound as it is
not positively prepared. Local Plan Period 2.9 Draft Policy S2 states that the plan period in which to
meet the Council’s aspirations for Hambleton is 2014 to 2035 (i.e. 31st March 2035) (21 years). 2.10
Paragraph 22 of National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that strategic policies should look
ahead over a minimum 15 year period from adoption. This is to ensure that the plan responds to
long-term requirements and opportunities. It is important that the Council makes robust assumptions
within their evidence base in respect of expected adoption of the Local Plan. 2.11 The Council’s latest
Local Development Scheme (LDS) (July 2019) states that the plan will not be adopted until December
2020. Taylor Wimpey considers that the LDS is optimistic in its timeframes from submission of the
Local Plan up to adoption, only allowing for 1 month from the end of examination (October 2020) to
receipt of Inspectors report (November 2020), and adoption of plan the following month (December
2020). It is unclear if the Council has made an allowance for Main Modifications within the estimated
examination period. 2.12 From Lichfields’ experience of Local Plan examinations within the local area
it is considered that the timeframes within the LDS should be amended, particularly in respect of
timeframes between submission and examination, period of time for modifications, and sufficient time
between modifications and receiving the Inspector’s report. As an example, the Kirklees Local Plan
took 6 months from submission to the Secretary of State to the start of the examination, the examination
(including main modifications) lasted 12 months, and the Inspector’s report was received three months
following the close of the main modifications consultation. These timeframes are considered to be a
more realistic indication of the likely time which will be needed at Hambleton, and would suggest an
estimated date of adoption of September 2021, as shown in Table 2.1. [see attached submission] 2.13
It is considered that the plan period should be extended by an additional two years to account for the
estimated adoption based on Lichfields timeframes and to ensure that a minimum 15 year time period
from adoption is achieved. Based on the Council’s housing requirement (315 dpa) this would result in
at least 7,245 dwellings to be delivered during the plan period up to 31st March 2037. Trajectory 2.14
Whilst the Council has provided delivery information for committed schemes over the next five years
within the latest SHLAA, it is unclear if a trajectory has been prepared to illustrate the expected rates
of delivery of proposed allocations across the plan period. Paragraph 73 of the NPPF states that
‘strategic policies should include a trajectory illustrating the expected rate of housing delivery over the
plan period, and all plans should consider whether it is appropriate to set out the anticipated rate of
development for specific sites.’ 2.16 As currently drafted, the draft Local Plan is not consistent with
national policy, and is not possible to ascertain whether the Council has robustly considered the rate
of housing delivery across the plan period, and therefore whether local needs will continue to be met,
and that there will be able to maintain a rolling 5-year supply of housing land. Summary 2.17 It is
considered that, as currently drafted, the draft Local Plan is not sound. 2.18 A Housing Technical Note
has been prepared on behalf of Taylor Wimpey which has identified that the Council’s approach to
identifying an assessed need of 315 dpa is flawed. There are a number of significant deficiencies in
the evidence base, and the interpretation of that work by HDC, which means that it is not soundly
based. The appended Technical Note has modelled a number of scenarios to demonstrate the impact
of delivering the level of employment land projected by the HEDNA, and which was (with an upwards
adjustment) taken forward into the draft Local Plan. The economic forecasts for Hambleton indicate
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that, factoring in accelerated household formation rates, the employment-led figures range from 493
dpa to 509 dpa. 2.19 Additionally, and in line with the NPPF, the Council should revisit its plan period
to ensure that there is a minimum period of 15 years from adoption. Based on a more realistic
assumption regarding the timescales for adopting the Local Plan, it is considered that the plan period
should be 2014 – 2037. Thus, it is considered that the minimum housing requirement to be provided
for in the Plan is at least 11,339 dwellings1, as opposed to the 6,615 currently stated in Policy S2.
2.20 Clearly, this has wider impacts to ensure that there are sufficient allocations to meet housing
need over the revised plan period. Furthermore, the Council should prepare a housing trajectory to
illustrate delivery of this minimum requirement over the plan period, in line with the NPPF.
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2019-09-10 Nineteen 47_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Land at Knott Lane Easingwold (Site Reference PST/E/041/060) Further to the site representation
submitted on behalf of Reynard Properties in respect of the aforementioned site where allocation for
housing has been sought, we write in respect of the current consultation to the Publication Draft of the
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Local Plan. It is noted that since the Preferred Options Consultation, the housing numbers across the
District have reduced substantially resulting in only one of the preferred housing allocation site in
Easingwold being carried forward. It is disappointing to see that the housing numbers have reduced
to this extent and it is appreciated that this representation site would not be considered for allocation
unless the land to the north came forward, which until recently was the subject of a preferred housing
allocation. As per the recommendations set out in the House Builders Federation representation, it is
recommended that a 20% buffer is provided to the proposed housing figures in order to boost housing
supply in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework and also to allow sufficient flexibility
across the plan period. We wish to reserve the right to make representation at the forthcoming
Examination in Public particularly in the event that the Inspector and/or the LPA determine that there
should be an increase to the proposed housing targets and look to allocate additional land for housing.
we look forward to being kept informed of the forthcoming stages of the Local Plan preparation.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See above.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
See above.
Comment by
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Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Policy sets out the Council’s proposed development strategy for the Plan period. In respect of
employment growth, it is noted that the PD makes provision for 77.6 hectares of employment land.
This is in excess of the 64.3 hectare requirement identified within the Council’s Housing and Employment
Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA), assuming the creation of at least 165 new jobs per year
in the District. The proposed requirement of 77.6 hectares represents an uplift on this figure, which
our Client welcomes. However, given that the HENDA identified 81.4 hectares as the absolute maximum
development needs in the District, the Council shouldn’t treat this as a ‘cap.’ Given the Council’s
positive approach to employment growth, the PD is planning to deliver at least 6,615 new homes over
the Plan period, comprising both market and affordable homes. The Standard Method calculation in
Hambleton equates to 226 homes per year for the Plan period; the Standard Method is a ‘starting
point’ in identifying housing needs and is to be treated as the minimum needs of a local planning
authority. It is not the requirement (Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) Paragraph: 002 Reference ID:
2a-002-20190220). The PPG (Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 2a-010-20190220) is also clear that the
Government is committed to ensuring that more homes are built and supports ambitious authorities
who want to plan for growth. Accordingly, the Standard Method does not make an allowance for
changing economic circumstances or other factors which could impact on demographic behaviour. As
such, the Guidance is clear that that there will be circumstances which it is appropriate to consider
whether the actual housing need is higher than the Standard Method indicates. Cited examples include
ensuring that growth strategies for the area are deliverable, strategic infrastructure improvements that
area likely to drive an increase in the homes needed locally, and an authority agreeing to take on
unmet need from neighbouring authorities as set out in a Statement of Common Ground. To this end,
the Council’s HEDNA has identified the full objectively assessed need for the District between 2014
to 2035 to be 315 dwellings per annum, an uplift of 89 dwellings per annum, and 1,869 dwellings over
the Plan period. This uplift to the Standard Method figure is stated to be in response to longer-term
migration, market signals, and the needs of the local economy/job growth as documented in the
Council’s Employment Land Review. The adjustment also takes account of the identified need for 55
affordable homes per year during the Plan period identified in the HEDNA. Our Client welcomes and
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supports the positive approach which the Council has adopted towards housing and economic growth
in the District, including the expression of the housing requirement as an “at least” figure. It is considered
that this approach will serve to boost significantly the supply of housing in the District consistent with
paragraph 59 of the Framework, whilst providing for economic growth in line with the guidance contained
in paragraph 80 of the Framework. However, there does appear to be a lack of available evidence to
demonstrate what reasonable alternative options have been considered by the Council versus the
proposed requirement of 315 dwellings per annum; it is considered that this information should be
made available prior to the Examination in Public in order to establish whether this is an appropriate
strategy consistent with paragraph 35 of the Framework.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
However, there does appear to be a lack of available evidence to demonstrate what reasonable
alternative options have been considered by the Council versus the proposed requirement of 315
dwellings per annum; it is considered that this information should be made available prior to the
Examination in Public in order to establish whether this is an appropriate strategy consistent with
paragraph 35 of the Framework.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy S2 of the Local Plan defines the strategic employment and housing needs for the plan period
2014 to 2035. The Policy confirms the aim to deliver at least 6,615 dwellings over this period. 4.1.2
The proposed housing requirement is evidenced by the 2018 Housing and Economic Development
Needs Assessment (the HEDNA). The HEDNA illustrates that the proposed housing requirement is
derived based on an economic led approach. Gladman supports the Council’s economic ambitions
but is concerned that the methodology used to define the housing requirement represents a departure
from national planning policy, with wider implications for the housing requirement and planned level
of supply. 4.1.3 Reviewing the HEDNA, it is clear that the proposed housing requirement has been
calculated utilising the methodology for objectively assessed housing needs as set out in the 2012
version of the NPPF rather than the 2019 version of the NPPF. Given that the Local Plan is to be
submitted following the transitional period set out in Annex 1 of the 2019 NPPF, there is an expectation
by national planning policy to use the Standard Method to establish the starting point for assessing
housing need. 4.1.4 The decision made by the Council not to adopt the Standard Method is therefore
in conflict with national planning policy, which requires the use of Standard Method unless exceptional
circumstances can be demonstrated1.The Council has failed to demonstrate exceptional circumstances
and will need to demonstrate this during the examination of the Local Plan if the current position is not
altered. 4.1.5 Two key areas of change when applying the standard method, relate to the start date
and the plan period. PPG is clear that to set the baseline position, household growth projections are
used, averaged over a consecutive 10-year period with the current year being used as the starting
point from which to calculate growth over that period2. PPG adds that the local housing need calculated
using the standard method may be relied upon for a period of 2 years from the time that a plan is
submitted to the Planning Inspectorate for examination3. 4.1.6 In Gladman’s view, this guidance
collectively means that the plan period for the Local Plan should start in the year of submission to align
with national planning policy guidance. Based on the Council’s timetable the start date for the Local
Plan would be 2019. Planning from 2019 would provide for a forward-looking strategy which aims to
meet future housing needs positively. This strategy would enable the Council to plan for a spatial
strategy which is not tied by development which has already occurred, in some cases 6-years ago,
allowing the Council to adapt the spatial strategy to plan positively for future needs to respond proactively
meet initiatives such as the A1/A19 growth strategy. 4.1.8 Paragraph 22 of the 2019 NPPF sets out
that Local Plans must be drawn up over at least a 15-year time horizon from adoption. Should the
Council’s expected timetable be achieved for the adoption of the plan (assuming an event free
examination) adoption is likely in December 2020, meaning that the plan period post adoption would
extend for less than the required 15 years. 4.1.9 To address this conflict with national planning policy,
Gladman consider that the plan period should be extended by at least 1 year to 2036. This represents
a minimum position and planning for a longer period than this would provide obvious benefits in planning
positively for future development needs and will provide greater flexibility to the plan period should the
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examination of the Local Plan be subject to delay. 4.1.10 It is acknowledged by Gladman that the
starting point for housing needs as set out by using the Standard Method is much lower than the
housing requirement proposed by the Council. It is however made clear in PPG, that the Government
sees the Standard Method as a minimum requirement4 and can be exceeded where justified by local
evidence and conditions5. 4.1.11 Clearly, adoption of the Standard Method figure alone in the case
of Hambleton would be counterproductive to addressing affordable housing needs and affordability,
boosting housing land supply, and in achieving economic growth.The adoption of the Standard Method
figure for Hambleton could not therefore be considered as being consistent with the policies of the
2019 NPPF when read as whole and this approach would not be supported by Gladman. 4.1.12
Gladman consider that the same strong case used by the Council to justify the adoption of an economic
led housing requirement also exists where the Standard Method is applied to derive housing need. A
jobs-led housing requirement will help deliver the economic potential of the District over the plan period,
ensuring that a sufficient source of local labour supply is available to facilitate this growth. A housing
requirement derived solely based on demographic need, will fail to achieve this, and would see housing
delivery in the District fall drastically in comparison to recent trends, and requirements set by previous
development plans. 4.1.13 To provide a robust plan, there is a need for the evidence used to define
the economic growth needs of the plan to be updated to reflect a revised plan period of at least 2019
to 2036. Where possible this assessment should be investment led, inclusive of the LEP’s A1/A19
growth corridor proposals to ensure consistency with the likely economic growth achieved in the District
over this period. Further work is therefore required before it can be concluded that 315 dwellings per
year represents a “sound” housing requirement in the context of the 2019 NPPF. Where it is not possible
to plan for the A1/A19 growth corridor proposals, the Plan should include a review mechanism to
respond to this if proven necessary
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In terms of the district’s strategic development needs, this is detailed within emerging Policy S2
(‘Strategic Development Needs’), which states that over the plan period 2014 to 2035, provision will
be made for; “a. Approximately 77.6 hectares of employment land; and b. At least 6,615 new homes,
made up of both market and affordable” The number of new homes required over the Plan period has
been informed by the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (2018) which establishes
the objectively assessed needs (‘OAN’) for the district, having consideration for job growth forecast
within Hambleton. It identifies that 315 dwellings per annum (‘dpa’) will be required over the plan period
(2014-2035), which leads to a requirement for 6,615 new homes. Whilst it is acknowledged that 315dpa
is around 90dpa higher than the figure proposed by the standardised methodology for calculating
housing need (which equates to 226dpa),the HEDNA forecasts job growth at around 165 jobs per
annum, significantly lower than the Council’s ‘Economic Strategy (2014-2024)’ which seeks a growth
rate of 3,000 new jobs (300 jobs per annum). It remains unclear how this ambition has fed into the
identified level of jobs growth and, as identified within the National Planning Practice Guidance (‘NPPG’)
(Paragraph:10 Reference ID: 2a-010-20190220), circumstances considered appropriate to consider
whether housing need is higher than the standard method indicates, include where there is a growth
strategy for the area. Increasing jobs to the level within the Council’s Economic Strategy would led to
the need for a higher housing requirement. Similarly, whilst commuting has been accounted for within
the HEDNA, when establishing the economic housing led need for the district, it remains unclear as
to whether consideration for the economic ambitions of adjoining authorities, with which Hambleton
has recognised close ties and strong commuter links, have been taken into account. In light of the
above, emerging Policy S2 and the supporting text is not considered to justified or consistent with
national planning policy and is therefore unsound. It is recommended that the Council provide further
clarity on these matters within the emerging Local Plan in order to demonstrate its soundness. It is
welcomed that the number of homes to be provided is identified as being an “at least” figure. This is
supported by and is compliant with paragraph 60 of the NPPF, which highlights that strategic policies
should determine the minimum number of homes needed.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Church Commissioners for England have significant landholdings within Hambleton, particularly
around Northallerton.The emerging Local Plan, in particular emerging allocation NOR1 (which currently
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contains significant drafting errors), directly impacts upon our Client’s interests. In light of this and in
order to ensure that a sound Plan is prepared, the Commissioner’s wish to take part in future Hearing
sessions.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
1. There is no housing need for this allocation: The objectively assessed housing need detailed in the
GL Hearn HEDNA of June 2018 arrives at the very high housing need figure of 315 dpa (2014-35) in
response to forecast employment growth. This is used as the housing target in the Plan in Policy S2
(with at least 6,615 homes 2014-35). This figure of 315 dpa is 34% above their highest demographic
conclusions and 106% above the starting point of demographic projections. Para 1.16 of their report
says “ In these circumstances it would be difficult to justify a further uplift to address market signals or
affordable housing need. Indeed the affordable housing need would only equate to 17.5% economic
need.” Para 6.7 of the Plan calculates the residual requirement for allocation in the Plan at a mere 466
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homes, due to the high level of completions and more importantly commitments (even allowing for
10% non-implementation on small sites). It takes no account of windfall sites across the Plan Area
which will come forward over the remaining 17 years, adding further to the supply (para 3.26). In South
Otterington planning permission has most notably been granted/minded to be granted recently on two
significant brownfield sites, yet to be developed and including affordable housing: Walker’s Garage 9 dws and Porch House - 9 dws. A rural exception site could also be brought forward to meet any
further identified local affordable housing needs if necessary (including on part of site SOT1, if the
allocation was deleted). Policy HG1 allocates sites for housing to provide a total of 1,584 homes, which
is massively over-providing housing in the District, compared with the figure of only 466 homes in
Policy S2. Indeed the urban sites alone would more than double meet the need (providing 1,175 dws)
The site for approx. 40 dws (Para 9.2 – “conservative estimate”) at South Otterington therefore does
not need to be allocated to meet housing need by 2035. 2. It is not in accordance with a spatial strategy
designed to deliver sustainable development: Policy S3 seeks to focus growth in the higher order
towns and villages and within the central transport corridor. Also under criterion d) it refers to “identified
rural communities, where limited development will be supported to help address affordable housing
requirements and where development can support social and economic sustainability”. Para 3.27 goes
on to say “limited development will be located in service villages and secondary villages where there
are a good range of services and facilities to support the level of growth proposed”. I argue that this
is not necessary, given the existing level of commitments and completions compared with the overall
need. Under the heading ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ the Plan states that “Development will be supported
in settlements in the settlement hierarchy that is proportionate to the size of the settlement and its level
in the hierarchy”. This proportionality is clearly not the case with respect to the small village of South
Otterington, which is deemed a secondary village despite its poor services and facilities (no shop,
minimal public transport and places of employment). South Otterington is the only Secondary village
in the Thirsk area to be given a housing allocation and only two others are in total. I can perhaps see
a case could be made for Leeming Bar which has good services and an employment allocation. South
Otterington has no commensurate employment allocation and residents travel by private car to work,
shops, etc thereby adding to air pollution and is clearly unsustainable. The allocation for housing in
South Otterington will not improve this situation but worsen it, which is not in accordance with national
planning policy. It does not reduce the need to travel but increases it. Dalton has a huge employment
allocation (25 ha), yet surprisingly no housing allocation, nor at nearby Topcliffe (a Service Village with
good services and facilities and Alanbrooke Business Park nearby). Clearly these locations would be
preferable to South Otterington in delivering sustainable development.They lie on a key central transport
corridor, unlike South Otterington which doesn’t. Para 3.41 justification is not satisfied with respect to
South Otterington- ie public transport, range of services and facilities, job opportunities, central transport
corridor. It is notable that all the Service Village allocations are smaller than that in South Otterington,
except Carlton Miniott on the edge of Thirsk (55 dws). This is contrary to the strategic approach and
puts too much housing in South Otterington. Para 3.35 attempts to justify the allocation of small sites
in response to the national policy expectation that “at least 10% of housing development needs will
be met from sites of 1 ha or less”. This is not achieved and the site of 1.53 ha at South Otterington
does not satisfy this goal either. 3. It is environmentally unacceptable and undesirable: The site is
greenfield and in productive agricultural use and constitutes an attractive greenspace on the edge of
the village. Furthermore, it would result in the loss of countryside which makes a significant contribution
to the open rural character and setting of the village. The LUC Landscape Character Assessment and
Sensitivity Study (No Settlement Character Study undertaken), in referring to the Swale Lowlands area
in para 5.137, notes a key sensitivity with new development, and particularly housing, being the local
erosion of rurality. A well used and open natured public footpath passes across the southern side of
the field, which is particularly ideal for dog walking. The recreation and visual amenity value and public
safety of this public right of way would be harmed by close enclosure by houses, with the pathway no
doubt narrowed to an alleyway behind houses, as it is behind the houses to the immediate west. The
site is also a local heritage asset, forming part of a remaining well preserved ridge and furrow field
system. This historical landscape and archaeological potential would be completely lost by building
40 (plus) new homes on the site. The Development Requirements under the Heritage heading flag up
the importance of this site, but do not show how adverse effects would be addressed. The Landscaping
requirements refer to needing to screen views of the site from the south, recognising the potential
wider visual intrusion. Habitats would also suffer from adverse impacts of development and part of the
site is admitted to be vulnerable to surface water flooding. The vehicular access proposed off Beechfield
will add to traffic problems around its junction with the Newby Wiske road immediately outside the
primary school. Here there is severe congestion and highway/child safety problems at school start and
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finish times with parents’ cars parked along the roadsides. There is no available public transport service
to the site (although rather surprisingly this does not feature under para 9.2 Development Requirements
– Access and Highways). There are clearly no over-riding site specific environmental factors which
would justify the allocation of this relatively large greenfield site in the countryside. For the above
reasons I request that Site SOT1: Beechfield, South Otterington be deleted from the Local Plan and
Policies Map.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
See attached file for full submission The Local Plan is not based on a sound objective assessment of
needs Employment needs HEDNA notes “the adjusted jobs forecast still shows losses of jobs in
manufacturing sectors over the period from 2016-35” (10.50 (p118)). This is repeated historically from
the Employment Land Review “since 1999 there has been an absolute decline [in manufacturing
employment]” (4.19 p42), and specifically in the Food and Drink sector. The profile of occupations
shows a low proportion of low skilled occupations and higher than average proportion of well-educated
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residents (Employment Land Review, p47). This demonstrates that the type of developments (B1, B2,
B8) are not required in Hambleton on the scale proposed The economic activity rate for Hambleton is
currently 83% - higher than the regional (Yorkshire and Humber 77%) or national figures (England and
Wales 78%) (p48, ELR). The national unemployment figures for Hambleton of 3.1% compared to a
national figure of 4.1%. Low unemployment in Hambleton is a consistent finding
(www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157114/subreports/ea_time_series/report.aspx?) There is
no demonstratable need for land to be allocated for additional employment. Population changes Figure
3. Projected population change in Yorkshire 2019-2035 from ONS [See attached file]
document)www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationprojections/datasets/localauthoritiesinenglandtable2
Figure 3 demonstrates the expected fall in working age (20-64) population across Yorkshire but a rise
in over 65s. There is no demonstratable changes in the working age population which necessitates
additional land to be allocated for employment. Employment Land needs An independent Employment
Land Review was carried out by GL Hearn in 2016 showing these sites were unsuitable for employment
use. The council undertook further work in 2018 – Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment (HEDNA). James Campbell stated (at the meeting 21st Aug 2019) that the Employment
Land Review “was produced in 2017 and we have further studies done since then and done our own
work”. HEDNA was produced in 2018 and as 10.64 states “This report has not sought to update the
employment land supply position which was set out in the Employment Land Review.” Therefore, the
figures from the Employment Land Review continue to be used. The HEDNA showed that based on
Labour Supply Baseline calculations, “34.7 ha of employment land to meet development needs in the
district” (10.22 (p112) and 10.42 (p116) HEDNA 2018), although using different (combination)
calculations, a total of 64.3Ha is reached. The Local Plan, however, allocates 74.31ha of employment
land (p61, Hambleton Local Plan). This allocation for employment is at least 10 Ha above the upper
boundaries suggested on independent analysis and more than double the predicted employment land
need suggested by Labour Supply Baseline calculations. Hambleton itself is very small and the total
number of transactions is small. Therefore, the amount of data isn't big enough to robustly establish
trends. The HEDNA partly acknowledges this by commenting on the outliers - the very large land deals
with companies needing a lot of storage space. However, it doesn't necessarily follow that even if you
took out the outliers then the even smaller dataset which remained would be large enough to establish
a trend. Actually, Hambleton allocate 77.6 ha, which is almost sufficient to meet the trend-based
prediction with outliers, 81.4ha, and much more than the trend without outliers, 54.6ha. The calculations
of amount of land required are overly generous with flawed methodology.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
As detailed in the above submission there are multiple issues in Part 1 which could be addressed to
ensure legal compliance. These include meet minimum statutory requirements in communicating with
residents, land owners and affected parties, timeliness of responses, availability of documents,
transparency in dealings with questions and queries, adequate assessments of alternative sites,
involvement and informing the public, following the guidance of independent reports. HDC has failed
to demonstrate consultation with statutory organisations such as Natural England
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Part 2 of the above representation focuses on the unsoundness of the plan. Specifically to become
sound, an objective assessment of needs using standard methodology needs to occur - currently
there is no demonstrable need for the land for additional employment shown. The population based
calculations need revising to demonstrate future rather than past requirements. The calculations used
flawed methodology resulting in overgenerous claims of requirements. This needs correcting. Housing
requirements is shown by HDC to be far in excess of expected demand, with future commitments
already covering predictions. The impact on local character, tourism, food production, landscape, retail,
public health, biodiversity, flooding, air quality and transport have been inadequately assessed.
Complying with the national legislation on climate change or the 25 year environment plan has not
been demonstrated.
Addressing the above issues could potentially make the Local Plan both legally compliant and sound
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
I feel it is important to have local representation from local residents. The Local Plan will impact on
local residents until at least 2035 and the long term impacts felt for generations to come. It is vital that
the Inspectors are able to hear and understand the view of the population who will live with the decisions
being made. There appear to have been multiple failures in legality and soundness in the preparation
of the Local Plan and it is important that the Inspector is made aware and HDC held to account.
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Appendix G Leeming Bar Report March
2017_redactedLPreg19-724.pdf
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minutesLPreg19-724.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Please see attached files for full submission The Hambleton Local Plan is not sound. It does not fulfil
the council’s duty to produce a plan which will adequately meet the economic needs of the region,
especially with regard to the proposed Leeming Bar development. This failure lies in: 1. The use of
outdated data 2. A failure to accurately assess the employment needs of the region in line with ONS
population forecasts and employment density 3. A failure to match the type of worker available to the
type of employment being encouraged through land allocation, specifically at Leeming Bar 4. The
choice of an economic model designed to keep pace with its ambitious housebuilding policy – a policy
which is driven by financial incentives and not the likely growth, objectively assessed needs, or welfare
of the region. 1 THE USE OF OUT-DATED DATA. 1. The council has predicated its local Plan upon
its final Hedna report, which projects population growth for Hambleton of 3,700 people, or a 4.1%
growth in households. It therefore argues that such growth requires a concomitant provision of new
jobs. Although the Hedna report proferred with this Local Plan claims to be rebased to 2016 data, the
claimed housing need is still highly inflated. 1.2 However, the Hedna data does not appear to reflect
the most recent ONS data. The Office for National Statistics has updated its projections twice, once
in May 2018 and more recently in 2019. The most recent population projections available for local
authority modelling show only a 1,000 person growth in the population of Hambleton between 2019
and 2035 – a 1.1% growth in population numbers. Furthermore the working age population (calculated
below as between 20 and 69 years of age for ease) – is projected to drop substantially from 55,000
to 50,100. 1.3 This is a very significant factor when assessing the viability and soundness of the
Council’s Local Plan with relation to the proposed Leeming Bar development (LEB3) in particular. 1.4
The Council is attempting to solve a problem which does not exist. In doing so it will actually create
economic problems for the area, not least exhausting and outstripping our local supply of blue collar
workers and impacting the workforce of neighbouring boroughs. 2LOCAL EMPLOYMENT LEVELS 2
Hambleton traditionally has very high employment levels, even during the recession. Hambleton’s job
density is 0.94 – ie there is almost one job for every working age adult. 2.1 The district has almost full
employment. Furthermore it does not have sufficient workers to fulfil the blue collar jobs which are
currently required on the Leeming Bar industrial estates. 2.2 A high proportion of workers are currently
bused in from Teesside daily to fill these jobs. This is not a short-term solution – the Teesside workforce
has been supplementing the Leeming Bar and broader Hambleton workforce for some years. 2.3 The
ONS population forecasts make it clear that this situation is unlikely to change. 2.4 It is also worth
noting that depending upon the economic climate in neighbouring boroughs, this external workforce
may not remain available to Hambleton long term. The ONS forecast states that Richmond and
Darlington’s populations will both decline between now and 2035, and Middlesbrough will have minimal
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growth. Redcar and Cleveland population is also predicted to decline between now and 2035. 2.5
Brexit: We cannot know the effect of Brexit upon this specific workforce; however, in distribution and
storage generally (B8, which is one of the accorded sectors for the proposed Leeming Bar development)
available workers are expected to decrease dramatically with the projected loss of EU nationals. 2.6
ONS reported in 2016 that 7% of the UK workforce comprised EU Nationals. This rose to 9% for the
storage and distribution sector. 2.7 Freight Transport Association estimates that some 10% or 30,000
of UK HGV drivers are EU nationals. The freight industry already has a 45,000 HGV driver shortage.
2.8 The effect of this is likely to be wage pressure and concerted efforts by those areas most in need
of storage, distribution and light industrial workers (such as the golden triangle and north-west) to
recruit outside their county lines. 2.9 Hence, further investment in industrial estates earmarked for B1,
B2, B3 and B8 is not a sound plan for Hambleton’s future economic development or health, meaning
this Local Plan, and its proposed Leeming Bar/Aiskew Moor development in particular, is unsound.
2.91 The Google Map provided (Appendix A) shows the entirely disproportionate nature of the proposed
land allocation compared to the size and scale of the village – essentially enclosing a community within
industrial units. 3. TYPE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 3.1 Hambleton has a statutory duty to
provide for the future economic needs of the region with a plan based on accurate and objective
evidence. However, in its current form, this plan takes little notice of the actual work force breakdown
in Hambleton. Source: Nomis: based on Office of National Statistics data 3.2 As can be seen in the
above extract from ONS data, Hambleton’s work force is mainly comprised of professional and
managerial workers. We have negligible numbers of SOC group 8-9 ‘process plant and machine
operatives and elementary occupations’. Yet these are the jobs Hambleton is seeking to provide
through the Leeming Bar development. (See Local Plan statement: ‘A shortage of 'blue collar' workers
within the district has been identified.’) 3.3 The Local Plan puts a disproportionate emphasis on supplying
industrial land as a way of encouraging inward investment, as opposed to fostering tourism, service
opportunities and a growth in graduate and knowledge-worker employment. 3.4 Half the Hambleton
adult population is qualified to NVQ4 and above – much higher than the national average. It is not
primarily a blue-collar workforce and the emphasis on provision of blue-collar jobs is therefore not a
suitable policy for the region’s future. 3.4 The Local Plan asserts that the area is short of blue-collar
workers, and elsewhere HDC proclaims its strategy is designed to attract knowledge and graduate
employment- yet this aspiration is not supported in the Local Plan presented. The largest commitment
to new employment is the Leeming Bar/Aiskew Moor site which the Council has said is expected to
be for food processing factories and will therefore predominantly provide blue-collar work. 3.5
Furthermore Hambleton has a very high incidence of micro-businesses and the self-employed. These
are self-sustaining forms of employment which often require relatively little in the way of extra
infrastructure and which should be supported by the Local Plan. Source: Nomis based on ONS data
3.6 By comparison the Local Plan seems to favour the needs of the relatively small numbers of large
employers (currently 10 large employers, and 55 medium employers). 10 large employers do not
account for a greater proportion of actual employment than Hambleton’s microbusinesses, but require
considerably more land and infrastructural support. They are therefore a more expensive and less
sustainable way of providing employment to the local community. As we have demonstrated they also
currently – and in all probability will continue to – rely heavily on an external workforce. 3.7 External
workforces do not bring specific benefit to the region – they do not pay council tax here, nor do they
spend or invest their earnings in the region. 3.8 An objective assessment of the area’s economic needs
therefore leads to the conclusion that this Local Plan is not sound; that the allocation of land to B sector
work is not proportionate or justified.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client is broadly supportive of an approach based on the Housing and Economic Development
Needs Assessment (June 2018) (HEDNA) for calculating housing need across Hambleton, rather than
the national standardised methodology which does not take account of specific local needs. The
standard method identifies a minimum annual housing need figure not a requirement and so toreflect
the council’s economic objectives the provision of greater flexibility through further residential land
allocation is justified Our client welcomes the flexibility of this policy in terms of providing for an ‘At
least’ level of new housing. Such an approach is positive and accords with the NPPF but the underlying
level of provision through allocation can be extended further to accommodate this flexibility, ensure
that the ‘at least’ objective/level of delivery is readily achieved. Our client considers the provision of
6,615 new homes to be a minimum level of need, and this policy should demonstrate flexibility to allow
additional housing to come forward where in accordance with other policies within this Local Plan, as
well as the NPPF, in order to ensure a continuous supply of suitable and deliverable housing sites
across the District and relative to the activity in each sub area. The current plan allows for a buffer of
approximately 15% based on a Local Plan supply (total commitments and allocations) of 7,733 and a
requirement of 6,615 but this should be 20%. The previous Local Plan for Hambleton was demonstrably
not flexible enough due to the Councils inability to maintain a continuous five-year housing land supply
over the Plan period, and so in order for this Local Plan to be deliverable, sufficient flexibility must be
allowed as opposed to reducing site options. As well as allocating sites, the continuous supply can be
achieved through the allowance of windfall housing development as set out in Policy HG5. This should
not be relied upon to provide any flexibility and achieve the anticipated level of housing supply over
the plan period. In accordance with the tests outlined in paragraph 35 of the NPPF (2019), in order for
this policy to be ‘effective’ in enabling the Council to maintain a continuous supply of housing through
the plan period, additional sites should be allocated to allow for an increase in the buffer and certainty
that the development plan can be implemented. Our client considers that further clarification is needed
and the approach encompass more flexibility and so at present is not sound.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.10 Policy S2 states that provision will be made over the plan period 2014 to 2035 (21 year) for at
least 6,615 new homes (market and affordable). This equates to 315 dwellings per annum. 2.11
Paragraphs 3.13-3.15 set out how the housing requirement figure has been calculated. In accordance
with national planning policy, the Council has used the standard method for calculating housing need.
The standard method results in a housing need figure of 226 dwellings per annum, which is the starting
point for identifying the Council’s housing requirement. 2.12 Paragraph 3.14 identifies that the Council
commissioned a Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (June 2018) (HEDNA) which takes into
account the most recent population and household projections and includes uplifts in response to
longer term migration, market signals and particularly to meeting the needs of the local economy and
anticipated job growth. The HEDNA identifies the full objectively assessed need for housing for the
plan period to be 315 dwellings per annum. We support the proposed OAN of 315 dwellings per annum
and consider the Council’s figure is justified and sound in relation to the standard methodology for
calculating housing need

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 102

Comment by

Steve Hesmondhalgh & Associates Ltd (Mr Steve
Hesmondhalgh - 1046116)

Comment ID

LPreg19-366

Response Date

17/09/19 12:02

Consultation Point

S 2: Strategic Priorities and Requirements (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.9

Files

LPreg19-297 366 S Hesmondhalgh
LPreg19-297 366 S Hesmondhalgh appendices

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Please see supporting documents for full representation text and appendices. This letter is a
representation to the Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft, published 30 July 2019. Its primary
purpose is to object to the exclusion of a site previously included as a ‘Preferred Option’. It is submitted
that this exclusion fails to meet all the ‘Tests of Soundness’. In particular, the test that the plan has
been ‘positively prepared,’ since the exclusion fails to sufficiently take into account identified unmet
need, and the test that the plan is ‘justified’, in the sense that it has failed to sufficiently take account
of reasonable alternatives. This letter submits that the Publication Draft, with regard to its inclusion of
the SK1 site to the exclusion of other Preferred Options within Stokesley, fails to fully meet this test,
particularly in light of recent updates to Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) on ‘Housing for Older and
Disabled People’, published 26 June 2019. Paragraph 16 of the PPG states, “Where there is an
identified unmet need for specialist housing, local authorities should take a positive approach to
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schemes that propose to address this need.” The Council’s overall approach of removing a multitude
of suitable, available and achievable housing sites, allocated in previous versions of the plan, due to
the introduction of the Standard Housing Methodology by the Government does not represent positive
planning. This approach represents a clear drive to providing the minimum new housing legally possible
in a district with some of the highest average house prices in the North of England. Allocating just a
single housing site in a settlement such as Stokesley, a key market town in the north of the authority
area, part of which already has outline planning consent, does not represent a positive approach to
planning, but will instead contribute to increasing house prices in the already attractive market town.
Need for Older People’s Accommodation in Hambleton The Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) (2016) identifies a need for 68 specialist units of accommodation for older people per year.
Provision of Specialist Older People’s Accommodation in Hambleton A review of planning applications
which include an element of specialist older people’s accommodation in Hambleton reveals that, since
2015, 125 units of specialist older people’s accommodation have been approved. This figure equates
to 31.25 units per year. This figure does not include the scheme below with outline consent only. It
also excludes residential care/ nursing home beds’ provision, since this figure falls under a different
category of the Objectively Assessed Need. See attached letter for details. Unmet Need for Older
People’s Accommodation As the analysis above demonstrates, there is a clear unmet need for older
people’s accommodation in Hambleton. As shown, the average provision since 2015 has been 31.25
units a year, against an established need of 68 units a year. As the recently published PPG makes
clear, where there is such an unmet need, the Local Planning Authority should be taking positive steps
to address it. It is also a test of soundness of the emerging plan that it “as a minimum, seeks to meet
the area’s objectively assessed needs” (NPPF para. 35). We would submit that the Council’s draft
decision to not take forward the Tanton Park House site as an allocation has failed to take into account
its capacity to provide specialist older people’s accommodation, therefore failing to meet the requirement
to act positively to address unmet need, and falling short of the test of soundness which requires the
emerging plan to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Please see accompanying representation
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
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As the promoter of the site which is the subject of our representation, we believe its inclusion in the
plan as an allocation would address the issues we have highlighted in respect of the soundness of the
plan due to the lack of identified sites for older persons accommodation in Stokesley since 2015.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.10 Policy S2 states that provision will be made over the plan period 2014 to 2035 (21 year) for at
least 6,615 new homes (market and affordable). This equates to 315 dwellings per annum. 2.11
Paragraphs 3.13-3.15 set out how the housing requirement figure has been calculated. In accordance
with national planning policy, the Council has used the standard method for calculating housing need.
The standard method results in a housing need figure of 226 dwellings per annum, which is the starting
point for identifying the Council’s housing requirement. 2.12 Paragraph 3.14 identifies that the Council
commissioned a Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (June 2018) (HEDNA) which takes into
account the most recent population and household projections and includes uplifts in response to
longer term migration, market signals and particularly to meeting the needs of the local economy and
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anticipated job growth. The HEDNA identifies the full objectively assessed need for housing for the
plan period to be 315 dwellings per annum. We support the proposed OAN of 315 dwellings per annum
and consider the Council’s figure is justified and sound in relation to the standard methodology for
calculating housing need.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
CPRENorthYorkshire believe that the full objectively assessed need for housing (F-OAN) over the
plan period of 315 homes per year is sound and justified as set out via the evidence presented in the
Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) and the Housing and Economic Needs
Assessment (HEDNA). The HEDNA appears consistent with national policy in terms of the national
standardised methodology for calculating housing need including uplifts in response to the Employment
Land Review. 315 units per year equates to 6,615 new homes across the plan period to be made up
of both market and affordable homes. This would provide sufficient homes to meet the OAN plus
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respond to inward migration and anticipated economic growth given the location of the strategic road
network to Middlesbrough, Teeside and Richmondshire to the north and York to the south of the district.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy S2 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared or justified for the following
reasons: This policy states that provision will be made for at least 6,615 new homes over the period
2014 to 2035. Paragraph 60 of the NPPF 2019 states that ‘to determine the minimum number of homes
needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using
the standard method in national planning guidance – unless exceptional circumstances justify an
alternative approach which also reflects current and future demographic trends and market signals’.
The HBF have considered the local housing need (LHN) using the Standard Methodology set out in
PPG, it can be calculated as follows: Step 1 - Setting the baseline 2014-based household projections
in England average annual household growth over a 10 year period, with the current year being used
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as the starting point. The household projection for 2019 is 39,872 and in 2029 it is 41,435, therefore
the growth equals 1,563, giving an average of 156 dwellings each year. Step 2 - An adjustment to take
account of affordability The most recent median workplace-based affordability ratio for Hambleton is
2018 at 9.09. Where an adjustment is to be made, the formula is:[Formula shown in full representation]
For Hambleton this would be: Adjustment Factor = (((9.09 - 4) / 4) x 0.25) + 1 = 1.32 Minimum annual
local housing need figure = (adjustment factor) x projected household growth For Hambleton this would
be: Minimum annual local housing need figure = 1.32 x 156 = 206 dpa. Step 3 - Capping the level of
any increase The Hambleton Core Strategy was adopted more than 5 years ago, therefore the local
housing need figure is capped at 40% above whichever is the higher of: the projected household
growth for the area over the 10 year period identified in step 1; or the average annual housing
requirement figure set out in the most recently adopted strategic policies. The Hambleton Core Strategy
had a stepped housing requirement from the Regional Spatial Strategy ranging from 320dpa in
2004-2011 to 260dpa in 2016-2021. 40% above 260 would be 364dpa. The capped figure is greater
than the minimum annual local housing need figure and therefore does not limit the increase to the
local authority’s minimum annual housing need figure. It should be noted that the Standard Method
identifies a minimum annual housing need figure, it does not produce a housing requirement figure.
It should also be noted that the Government is committed to ensuring that more homes are built and
supports ambitious authorities who want to plan for growth. The Standard Method provides a minimum
starting point, and there may be circumstances where it is appropriate to consider whether the actual
housing need is higher than the Standard Method indicates. PPG (ID: 2A-010) goes on to states that
these circumstances can include: growth strategies for the area; strategic infrastructure improvements;
previous levels of delivery; or where previous assessments of need (such as the Hambleton Housing
and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA)) are significantly greater than the outcome
from the Standard Method. The Local Plan sets out how the Council have commissioned SHMAs in
2016 and the HEDNA in 2018. The HEDNA 2018 suggests that there is an objectively assessed need
(OAN) of 315 dwellings per annum (dpa) or 6,615 homes over the period. This is the figure that the
Council has chosen to use as the housing requirement. Hambleton is part of the York, North Yorkshire
and East Riding Enterprise Partnership, their latest Local Growth Deal was published in July 2016 this
is a deal with Government to support key capital investments that deliver jobs and growth. The Growth
Deal is currently valued at £145.9m to be delivered between 2015 and 2021.The Enterprise Partnership
aims to deliver at least 5,000 new homes annually across all types and tenures, supported through
their Growth Deal and Housing Strategy. This suggests there is potential to increase the housing
requirement further. The Hambleton Economic Strategy 2014-24 seeks to create 3000 jobs over the
10 year period. It is noted that the Economic Led Housing Need as set out in the HEDNA suggests
that the CE forecasts result in an employment growth of 165 jobs per annum over the period 2016-2035.
This is below the level sought in the Economic Strategy, which suggests there may be potential for a
further increase in the housing figure to support the Strategy. The HBF support the Council in using
a figure over and above the figure identified by the LHN identified by the Standard Method, however,
it is considered that there is potential to increase the housing requirement further. The HBF support
the Council in the use of the words ‘at least’ 6,615 new homes, which allows for additional homes over
and above the requirement. However, it is considered the policy would be benefit from the inclusion
of ‘net’ new homes.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
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It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The HBF support the Council in the use of the words ‘at least’ 6,615 new homes, which allows for
additional homes over and above the requirement. However, it is considered the policy would be benefit
from the inclusion of ‘net’ new homes.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The policy identifies a housing requirement of at least 6,615 new homes over the plan period (2014
to 2035) at an average rate of 31 dwellings per annum (dpa). The policy is considered unsound as it
is not justified, positively prepared or consistent with national policy. The reasons for this conclusion
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are outlined below. Whilst we object to the proposed housing requirement, we support the reference
to the requirement being a minimum. This is supported and consistent with the ethos of the NPPF.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), published February 2019, requires local planning
authorities to prepare plans which are positively prepared (para. 15) and support the Government’s
objectives of significantly boosting the supply of homes (para. 59). In order to achieve this a local
authority is required to determine the minimum number of homes needed within a local area, using a
standard method which is set out within the National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) (NPPF, para.
60). The identified housing requirement is a strategic policy (NPPF, para. 20) which must be reviewed
every five-years (NPPF, para. 33) and provide a minimum 15-year time horizon post adoption (NPPF,
para. 22). Local Housing Need (LHN) Calculating local housing need is a three-stage process which
is clearly explained within the PPG (ID 2a-004). The current standard method identifies a minimum
LHN within Hambleton of 206 dwellings per annum (dpa). There is uncertainty regarding the
implementation of the standard method over the longerterm. Following a consultation in October 2018
the Government stated it intends to review the standard method by September 20201. The details of
the review are unknown. However, given the Government’s stated intention to deliver 300,000 homes
per annum by the mid-2020s it is likely there will be a general uplift across the country compared to
the current methodology, which delivers approximately 269,000 homes annually. Paragraph 60 of the
NPPF and the associated guidance within the PPG are clear that the standard method represent the
“…minimum number of homes needed,…” (our emphasis). The PPG states the Government will be
supportive of authorities who wish to plan for growth. In addition, the PPG identifies other factors which
need to be considered when determining the housing requirement. These include growth strategies,
planned infrastructure, previous levels of delivery and recent assessments of need such as Strategic
Housing Market Assessments (SHMA) where this suggests a higher need (PPG ID 2a-010). Each of
these elements are discussed below. Previous levels of growth Hambleton has consistently delivered
in excess of 206 dwellings over the last 14 years. The 2018 Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (2018 SHLAA) identifies that since 2004/5 delivery within Hambleton has averaged
315dpa. This is significantly above the LHN of 206dpa. Indeed, Hambleton has only failed to exceed
206dpa on three occasions (2011/12, 2012/13 and 2013/14). This period corresponds with low levels
of housing delivery nationally as the industry struggled to recover from the financial crisis.The household
projections are influenced by population structure and previous levels of housing delivery. The influence
of past trends in relation to housing delivery is particularly significant over the preceding five-years. In
the five years preceding 2014/15 there had been much lower levels of delivery (205dpa) compared to
the long-term average (315dpa). This lower level of supply combined with an aging population will
undoubtedly have had a negative effect on the household projections going forward. Since the start
of the plan period (2014/15) delivery has significantly outstripped both the long-term trends and the
proposed plan requirement and more recent trends (417dpa). Setting the housing requirement 206dpa,
less than half recent levels of delivery, would be contrary to the ethos of the NPPF and the Government’s
continued desire to boost significantly the supply and delivery of housing. The recent sustained levels
of delivery identify a clear demand and need for new housing within Hambleton. The proposed housing
requirement (315dpa) sits comfortably below delivery in any year since 2014/15 and is over 100
dwellings below the average for this period. On this basis it is considered that the current housing
requirement is not positively prepared or consistent with the NPPF requirement to boost significantly
the supply of housing.[See attached representation for table of housing delivery in Hambleton] HEDNA
A recent SHMA assessment has been undertaken in Hambleton in the form of a Housing and
Employment Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA). This document considers issues such as
economic growth, planned infrastructure and affordable housing need. This is discussed in detail below.
The most recent HEDNA was published in June 2018 and provides a wide-ranging analysis of potential
housing growth within Hambleton. The housing requirement set out within Policy S2 of the Local Plan
is based upon a jobs-led scenario identified in the HEDNA. The use of a jobs-led scenario to set the
housing requirement is supported, however, the interpretation of the evidence is considered flawed.
Hambleton has an ageing population, the latest population projections (2016-based) suggest that the
over 65’s will account for nearly 35% of the Hambleton population in 2035. This compares to a regional
average of almost 24% (Yorkshire and Humber) and just over 23% nationally (England). To counteract
this the Local Plan identifies a desired outcome by 2035 to be “Hambleton’s demographic profile has
started to re-balance, as more young people have remained or returned to Hambleton to live and
work.” (Plan Outcome 7). This is an appropriate response to the current demographic issues facing
Hambleton. This will, however, require a departure from the past trends identified in the population
projections and will require an uplift to the housing requirement to accommodate the additional younger
population. The Local Plan is founded upon creating an additional 165 jobs per annum throughout the
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plan period (para. 3.11). Based upon the evidence of previous levels of jobs-growth within the HEDNA
this appears realistic, if not particularly ambitious. The conversion of a jobsgrowth scenario into a
housing requirement is not an exact science and requires several assumptions to be made. The key
assumption of concern relates to economic activity rates. This assumption is required to take account
of future participation rates in economic activities amongst the resident population. Future economic
activity rates are likely to be affected the continuation of current trends such as increasing numbers
of women in the workforce and people working longer due to changes to the State Pension Age. In
considering these changes the HEDNA identifies three alternative scenarios, these are set out at
paragraph 5.77 of the document and encompass economic activity rates provided by the Office of
Budgetary Responsibility (OBR), Experian and a hybrid approach, referred to as the SHMA rate which
considers forecasts from OE, CE and Experian (REM). Table 17 of the HEDNA identifies the numerous
jobs-led scenarios tested. Given the Council’s ambition to create 165 jobs per annum the scenarios
considered most appropriate are replicated below.[see attached representation for table of jobs-led
growth scenarios] The HEDNA dismisses the OBR rates as they are considered overly pessimistic
and are not linked directly to an economic forecast. Similarly, the Experian rates are dismissed as they
are considered overly optimistic (para. 5.79). The SHMA rate is a hybrid figure which sits between
these two rates, for this reason the HEDNA considers it to be reasonably sound. We disagree with
this point and strongly suggest that the OBR figures should be utilised. The OBR was established in
2010 with executive responsibility to the Chancellor of the Exchequer to provide economic and fiscal
forecasts to inform Government taxation and spending decisions. Its projections represent the only
official, national projections currently available. Whilst nationally derived the HEDNA provides no clear
evidence why Hambleton should differ from these norms or indeed why the SHMA rate is more realistic.
The SHMA rate is a hybrid forecast which has not been developed for any of the economic models
used, let alone the Cambridge Economics forecast of jobs growth relied upon by the Council. The most
significant issue with the SHMA rate is the heavy burden it places upon older age groups to remain in
work beyond current retirement ages. It is accepted that an aging population, increasing life expectancy
and the continued shift to service-based employment will lead to a growing number and proportion of
older people in Hambleton remaining economically active. However, the SHMA rates push this to an
extreme. For example, by 2035 the HEDNA assumes just 13.7% of males aged 60-64 will not be
economically active, in contrast the OBR rate is 31.9%. Given the increased prevalence of ill-health
and desire to retire amongst the older population the SHMA rate appears extremely optimistic. Neither
the feasibility nor desirability of this is explored in the HEDNA. Table 3, below, identifies the differences
between the OBR and SHMA rates. The participation rates within the OBR projections do take account
of the changing nature of the workforce and the likelihood people will work longer. They reflect current
Government thinking regarding the changing nature of the workforce. However, comparatively they
do not place such a heavy burden upon the older age groups. A reliance upon greater proportions of
the older age groups working longer has the effect of reducing the number of in-migrants needed to
meet the required labour supply for the additional jobs created. This means significantly fewer younger
working age cohorts are required to fill the increase in jobs. Given that the Council has recognised in
the Local Plan the need to attract and the retain the younger age population, the outcome of the
HEDNA’s approach appears counterintuitive.[See attached representation for comparison of SHMA
and OBR Economic Activity Rate Growth] Unmet Need The NPPF and PPG, as revised, no longer
refer to meeting housing needs over a Housing Market Area (HMA). Both have moved towards a local
authority-based assessment of housing need, as set out by the PPG. However, this does not mean
that an understanding of the HMA is no longer required. Paragraph 60 of the NPPF is clear that “…any
needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in establishing
the amount of housing to be planned for.” The PPG clarifies that unmet need is additional to any need
identified by the standard method (ID 2a-014). The scale of the unmet need from neighbouring
authorities should be the subject of a ‘Statement of Common Ground’ (SoCG). The Council’s 2019
Statement of Common Ground identifies that neighbouring authorities are currently in agreement that
they will not be seeking assistance from Hambleton in delivering their respective housing need. Similarly,
Hambleton is not seeking assistance from neighbouring authorities. The City of York Council has
recently consulted upon main modifications to their submitted Local Plan. The consultation, amongst
other things, seeks to reduce the housing requirement to 790dpa based on the 2016 household
projections. Whilst the Local Plan is to be examined against the 2012 NPPF, due to the date of
submission, this is contrary to recent Government statements indicating the 2016-based household
projections should be discounted in favour of their 2014 counterparts. Furthermore, the standard
method for assessing local housing need suggests that York should be planning for at least 1,069dpa.
This is some 279 dwellings greater than proposed in the recent consultation. The situation within York
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is therefore uncertain and whilst Hambleton has not yet been called upon to assist this could change
in the near future. Given the strong relationship between York and Hambleton it is conceivable that
any request for unmet need could be significant. Conclusion The NPPF, paragraph 60, identifies that
the standard method for assessing housing need should be utilised to determine the minimum housing
requirement within the district (inclusive of the elements within the national park). The standard method
currently identifies a requirement of 206dpa. The PPG is clear that Government will be supportive of
authorities who wish to plan for growth. In addition, the PPG identifies other factors which need to be
considered when determining the housing requirement. These include growth strategies, planned
infrastructure, previous levels of delivery and recent assessments of need such as Strategic Housing
Market Assessments (SHMA) where this suggests a higher need. In terms of Hambleton there is clear
evidence in relation to growth strategies, planned infrastructure and previous levels of delivery that
the housing requirement should be significantly in excess of 206dpa. In addition, the uncertain position
in neighbouring York indicates that Hambleton may be called upon to assist in meeting their unmet
needs. The relevant Council evidence in relation to the impact of growth strategies and planned
infrastructure is contained in the 2018 HEDNA. Much of the evidence contained within this report is
not disputed. However, the favoured scenario places undue reliance upon the over 60’s to remain
economically active. An alternative scenario utilising OBR economic activity rates is considered far
more realistic. This scenario suggests a housing requirement of 355dpa. A housing requirement of
355dpa remains significantly below recent levels of delivery and therefore, whilst not particularly
aspirational, it is deliverable. This level of delivery would fit more comfortably with the Governments
emphasis upon boosting significantly the supply and delivery of housing. It is recommended that Policy
S2 be amended to refer to a minimum net requirement of 7,455 dwellings over the plan period. This
requirement may need to be uplifted further if Hambleton is called upon to assist in meeting any unmet
need from neighbouring York.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-878

Response Date

17/09/19 09:12

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council through Policy S2 establish a plan period of 21 years from 2014 – 2035. The Framework
provides guidance on the length of Local Plans, with a recommended 15 year period being generally
accepted as appropriate. The Council have an adopted Local Plan, which was produced in 2008,
providing an overarching strategy, development management policies and housing allocations. Whilst
that plan was due to run until 2024 the release of the Framework meant that a number of the Councils
policies were considered to be out of date. A number of reports were written and approved my members
at Cabinet and Full Council seeking to review the previous Local Plan as a result of a number of
out-of-date policies. These policies were confirmed in those reports as Policies CP1, CP2, CP4 and
CP9. These policies all related to the way in which development was considered both inside and
outside defined development limits. The other policies in the Core Strategy were not considered to be
out of date and did not require review, including Policy CP5, which provided the overall level of
development required and an annual housing requirement. The Council therefore recommended a
partial review of the Plan in late 2013 to update these policies, with a view that a new plan would be
produced and adopted within 2 years by 2015. Notwithstanding this, the partial review has changed
over time to result in a full new Local plan being developed to supersede the previous documents.
This consultation on the plan has now formally been released six years from that initial report to Cabinet,
with a further two years likely for adoption. Given the length of time that has passed and the period of
time until the end of the plan period it is considered unsound to back-date the plan by five years
(potentially seven from adoption) to overlap with the previous plan period. The Council should amend
the plan period to read 20182035 so that the level of housing required in that period is met separately
to that required between 2014-2018 and delivered under the current plan. This back-dated plan period
has the result of significantly reducing the level of homes required in the next fifteen years as a result
of the delivery of homes in the last five years. Whilst the plan has been considered for review within
that time period, it has not been reviewed and that period was covered by a relatively recently adopted
Local Plan. The impacts of this approach are considered under Chapter five when considering the
allocation of new homes. The housing requirement is also shown in Policy S2, requiring a minimum
of 6,615 new homes between 2014-2035, with both market and affordable housing required to be
delivered in that figure. The Councils housing requirement is proposed at 315 homes per annum,
including the need for 55 affordable homes. The PPG was recently updated to outline the importance
of meeting the needs of all parties, including affordable homes, older persons accommodation and
specialist housing. The PPG was updated in July 2019 to highlight the need to provide for differing
types of housing, including affordable housing and housing to meet the needs of specific groups. It is
clear from the SHMA that Hambleton has an aging population that has very specific housing needs,
with 68 homes per annum required. The HEDNA however confirms at paragraphs 3.25-3.30 that this
need will simply be met in the 315 homes per annum proposed as they are still C3 homes. Simply
confirming that the requirement will include this need is an inappropriate mechanism to deliver these
homes and clearly shows that no regard has been had to specialist housing requirements in the PPG.
On this basis the housing requirement should be increased to ensure that all needs are met in addition
to the identified housing requirement of 315.
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Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) (
Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) 1229417)

Comment ID
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Email
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2019-09-17 land off Station Road LPreg19-857.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council, through Policy S2, establish a Plan period of 21 years from 2014–2035. The Framework
provides guidance on the length of Local Plans, with a recommended 15-year period being generally
accepted as appropriate. The Council have an adopted Local Plan, which was produced in 2008,
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providing an overarching strategy, development management policies and housing allocations. Whilst
that Plan was due to run until 2024, the release of the Framework meant that a number of the Council’s
policies were considered to be out-ofdate. A number of reports were written and approved by members
at Cabinet and Full Council seeking to review the previous Local Plan as a result of a number of
out-of-date policies. These policies were confirmed in those reports as Policies CP1, CP2, CP4 and
CP9. These policies all related to the way in which development was considered both inside and
outside defined development limits. The other policies in the Core Strategy were not considered to be
out-of-date and did not require review, including Policy CP5, which provided the overall level of
development required and an annual housing requirement. The Council therefore recommended a
partial review of the Plan in late 2013 to update these policies, with a view that a new Plan would be
produced and adopted within two years by 2015. Notwithstanding this, the partial review has changed
over time to result in a full new Local Plan being developed to supersede the previous documents.
This consultation on the Plan has now formally been released six years from that initial report to
Cabinet, with a further two years likely for adoption. Given the length of time that has passed and the
period of time until the end of the Plan period, it is considered unsound to backdate the plan by five
years (potentially seven from adoption) to overlap with the previous Plan period. The Council should
amend the plan period to read 2018-2035 so that the level of housing required in that period is met
separately to that required between 2014-2018 and delivered under the current Plan. This backdated
plan period has the result of significantly reducing the level of homes required in the next fifteen years
as a result of the delivery of homes in the last five years. Whilst the Plan has been considered for
review within that time period, it has not been reviewed and that period was covered by a relatively
recently adopted Local Plan. The impacts of this approach are considered under Chapter 5 when
considering the allocation of new homes. As such, the housing completions from 2014-2018 actually
contribute towards the current Local Plan housing requirements. The Council are in effect double
counting as the completions are being used as a marker of housing delivery against the current Local
Plan, but the Council also want to deduct this from the housing requirement going forward in the new
Local Plan. This therefore means that the Council require a significant amount of additional housing
allocations to accommodate an additional 2,136 units, and the proposal to only allocate 18 sites
throughout the District over the entire Plan period is wholly unacceptable. This approach is unsound
as it is not justified, effective or positively planned and therefore fails to meet the test of soundness as
set out in Paragraph 35 of the Framework. As such, our Client objects to the Policy as currently drafted.
The housing requirement is also shown in Policy S2, requiring a minimum of 6,615 new homes between
2014-2035, with both market and affordable housing required to be delivered in that figure.The Council’s
housing requirement is proposed at 315 homes per annum, including the need for 55 affordable homes.
The PPG was recently updated to outline the importance of meeting the needs of all parties, including
affordable homes, older persons’ accommodation and specialist housing. The PPG was updated in
July 2018 to highlight the need to provide for differing types of housing, including affordable housing
and housing to meet the needs of specific groups. It is clear from the SHMA that Hambleton has an
aging population that has very specific housing needs, with 68 homes per annum required. The HEDNA
however confirms at paragraphs 3.25-3.30 that this need will simply be met in the 315 homes per
annum proposed as they are still C3 homes. Simply confirming that the requirement will include this
need is an inappropriate mechanism to deliver these homes and clearly shows that no regard has
been had to specialist housing requirements in the PPG. On this basis, the housing requirement should
be increased to ensure that all needs are met.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council through Policy S2 establish a plan period of 21 years from 2014 – 2035. The Framework
provides guidance on the length of Local Plans, with a recommended 15 year period being generally
accepted as appropriate. The Council have an adopted Local Plan, which was produced in 2008,
providing an overarching strategy, development management policies and housing allocations. Whilst
that plan was due to run until 2024 the release of the Framework meant that a number of the Council’s
policies were considered to be out of date. A number of reports were written and approved my members
at Cabinet and Full Council seeking to review the previous Local Plan as a result of a number of
out-of-date policies. These policies were confirmed in those reports as Policies CP1, CP2, CP4 and
CP9. These policies all related to the way in which development was considered both inside and
outside defined development limits. The other policies in the Core Strategy were not considered to be
out of date and did not require review, including Policy CP5, which provided the overall level of
development required and an annual housing requirement. The Council therefore recommended a
partial review of the Plan in late 2013 to update these policies, with a view that a new plan would be
produced and adopted within 2 years by 2015. Notwithstanding this, the partial review has changed
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over time to result in a full new Local Plan being developed to supersede the previous documents.
This consultation on the plan has now formally been released six years from that initial report to Cabinet,
with a further two years likely for adoption. Given the length of time that has passed and the period of
time until the end of the plan period it is considered unsound to back date the plan by five years
(potentially seven from adoption) to overlap with the previous plan period. The Council should amend
the plan period to read 2018-2035 so that the level of housing required in that period is met separately
to that required between 2014-2018 and delivered under the current plan. This backdated plan period
has the result of significantly reducing the level of homes required in the next fifteen years as a result
of the delivery of homes in the last five years. Whilst the plan has been considered for review within
that time period, it has not been reviewed and that period was covered by a relatively recently adopted
Local Plan. The impacts of this approach are considered under Chapter Five when considering the
allocation of new homes. The housing requirement is also shown in Policy S2, requiring a minimum
of 6,615 new homes between 2014-2035, with both market and affordable housing required to be
delivered in that figure. The Councils housing requirement is proposed at 315 homes per annum,
including the need for 55 affordable homes. The PPG was recently updated to outline the importance
of meeting the needs of all parties, including affordable homes, older persons accommodation and
specialist housing. The PPG was updated in July 2019 to highlight the need to provide for differing
types of housing, including affordable housing and housing to meet the needs of specific groups. It is
clear from the SHMA that Hambleton has an ageing population that has very specific housing needs,
with 68 homes per annum required. The HEDNA however confirms at paragraphs 3.25-3.30 that this
need will simply be met in the 315 homes per annum proposed as they are still C3 homes. Simply
confirming that the requirement will include this need is an inappropriate mechanism to deliver these
homes and clearly shows that no regard has been had to specialist housing requirements in the PPG.
On this basis the housing requirement should be increased to ensure that all needs are met.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Enterpen Ltd ( G Baird - 1025929)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Response: The Council seem to have accepted that because the latest Government housing figures
suggest less housing in the north of England, the numbers should come down and they have calculated
the required five-year housing land supply on this basis. On the other hand, the key Government
targets for housing delivery of 300,000 homes per year across England, will certainly be missed because
of the clear evidence of insufficient supply in the south of England, which will generate more pressure
to increase delivery in the north to balance the required supply. This means that government will soon
need to review housing numbers again to achieve its key housing delivery target and that the plan
may quickly become dated in consequence. In such circumstances, more housing land needs to be
logically allocated on viable sites in the North of England for delivery of an appropriate housing mix
and price range. Locations like Hambleton can take up some of that additional supply and especially
when house prices in Hambleton are so high at present, making it difficult for people to buy properties
locally, especially low paid workers. Overall therefore, housing numbers should be increased for the
plan to be deemed sound and supply needs to actually deliver a suitable range of properties over a
wider geographical area. There is a need to provide a range of sites for small builders, not just an easy
allocation of large sites for national housebuilders, who have consistently failed to deliver bungalows
(including an increasing need for bungalows for the over 55’s) homes to meet the needs of the elderly;
low cost starter homes and affordable homes for those who cannot afford to buy as well as houses to
attract and retain executives and entrepreneurs to meet the aspirations of Hambleton as a driver of
“The Northern Powerhouse”. In addition, there is a stark lack of focus upon the delivery of self-build
plots for self-builders, Furthermore, the emphasis of Government is now moving towards provision of
more beautiful homes, and because architectural design standards have clearly and obviously slipped
from national housebuilders in Hambleton over last few years. Since there is no requirement for housing
development to be allocated in neighbourhood development plans to meet identified district level
requirements (and no guarantee of the successful adoption of draft or proposed neighbourhood plans
in service villages and secondary villages) then we feel that there is justification for further development
in service villages like Hutton Rudby where an earlier iteration of the plan suggested that the number
of homes allocated should be at least 70 new homes within 5 years. We believe there is a strong
argument for such sites to be near village services e.g. sites like Embleton Farm and Garbutt’s Lane
South, which would deliver significant community and highway safety benefits, and which are near the
new Spar store/ Post Office/fuel station, which had not been built when earlier evidence-based site
analysis work took place. This approach would provide genuinely high quality, non-standard product,
not all provided on a single site(s)/urban extension(s), to provide logical small and medium sized urban
extensions in sustainable locations with only limited landscape and visual impact, a matter which the
Council recognises, but does not promote sufficiently in its draft strategy and site allocations policy.
Moreover, a good range of new homes would avert the real prospect of service villages secondary
villages from becoming centres of population for the elderly and the privileged, with insufficient affordable
and low-cost housing for service workers and care workers, who would have to commute into such
settlements form elsewhere. Furthermore, as more economically active people start and run their own
businesses, more self-build plots are needed to enable people to live and work in the described
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settlements just as they did in the past, when employees lived and worked in smaller settlements to
serve local cottage industries. We observe that the Council recognises such requirements to a degree
in its supporting text but does not give them sufficient credence in terms of housing allocations in all
but a relatively few limited number of locations and settlements.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr B Tweddle (1229016)

Comment ID

LPreg19-796

Response Date

17/09/19 10:16

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 East Cowton_redacted LPreg19-796.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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The Council through Policy S2 establish a plan period of 21 years from 2014 – 2035. The Framework
provides guidance on the length of Local Plans, with a recommended 15-year period being generally
accepted as appropriate. The Council have an adopted Local Plan, which was produced in 2008,
providing an overarching strategy, development management policies and housing allocations. Whilst
that plan was due to run until 2024 the release of the Framework meant that a number of the Councils
policies were considered to be out of date. A number of reports were written and approved my members
at Cabinet and Full Council seeking to review the previous Local Plan as a result of a number of
out-of-date policies. These policies were confirmed in those reports as Policies CP1, CP2, CP4 and
CP9. These policies all related to the way in which development was considered both inside and
outside defined development limits. The other policies in the Core Strategy were not considered to be
out of date and did not require review, including Policy CP5, which provided the overall level of
development required and an annual housing requirement. The Council therefore recommended a
partial review of the Plan in late 2013 to update these policies, with a view that a new plan would be
produced and adopted within 2 years by 2015. Notwithstanding this, the partial review has changed
over time to result in a full new Local plan being developed to supersede the previous documents.
This consultation on the plan has now formally been released six years from that initial report to Cabinet,
with a further two years likely for adoption. Given the length of time that has passed and the period of
time until the end of the plan period it is considered unsound to back date the plan by five years
(potentially seven from adoption) to overlap with the previous plan period. The Council should amend
the plan period to read 2018-2035 so that the level of housing required in that period is met separately
to that required between 20142018 and delivered under the current plan. This backdated plan period
has the result of significantly reducing the level of homes required in the next fifteen years as a result
of the delivery of homes in the last five years. Whilst the plan has been considered for review within
that time period, it has not been reviewed and that period was covered by a relatively recently adopted
Local Plan. The impacts of this approach are considered under Chapter five when considering the
allocation of new homes. The housing requirement is also shown in Policy S2, requiring a minimum
of 6,615 new homes between 2014-2035, with both market and affordable housing required to be
delivered in that figure. The Councils housing requirement is proposed at 315 homes per annum,
including the need for 55 affordable homes. The PPG was recently updated to outline the importance
of meeting the needs of all parties, including affordable homes, older persons accommodation and
specialist housing. The PPG was updated in July 2019 to highlight the need to provide for differing
types of housing, including affordable housing and housing to meet the needs of specific groups. It is
clear from the SHMA that Hambleton has an aging population that has very specific housing needs,
with 68 homes per annum required. The HEDNA however confirms at paragraphs 3.25-3.30 that this
need will simply be met in the 315 homes per annum proposed as they are still C3 homes. Simply
confirming that the requirement will include this need is an inappropriate mechanism to deliver these
homes and clearly shows that no regard has been had to specialist housing requirements in the PPG.
On this basis the housing requirement should be increased to ensure that all needs are met. Our Client
objects to the plan period and the decision to incorporate affordable housing need into the overall
housing target. The approach taken is considered to be unsound and not in accordance with the NPPF
test outline in paragraph 35.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Cecil M Yuill Limited ( Cecil M Yuill Limited - 1228743)

Comment ID

LPreg19-741

Response Date

17/09/19 11:18

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed
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Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 Yuill LPreg19-741_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy S2 proposes a housing requirement of 6,615 dwellings over the plan period 2014 – 2035 (315
dwellings per annum). For the reasons set out below, we object to this housing requirement and
consider that it should be increased. It is the role of a Local Plan to “provide a positive vision of the
future of [its] area; a framework for addressing housing needs and other economic, social and
environmental priorities.” (Paragraph 15 NPPF). Paragraph 60 of the NPPF states “To determine the
minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need
assessment, conducted using the standard method in national planning guidance […] In addition to
the local housing need figure, any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also
be taken into account in establishing the amount of housing to be planned for.” The ‘local housing
need assessment’ referred to in the NPPF is described in more detail in the PPG. The local housing
need assessment in Hambleton is 226 dwellings per annum, an uncapped figure calculated using the
2014-based Household Projections(Paragraph: 004 reference ID: 2a-004-20180913) and the latest
(2018) affordable data. Whilst the local housing need figure should be the starting point for strategic
policy-making, the PPG(Paragraph: 010 reference ID: 2a-010-20180913) states that a higher housing
need figure than that derived by the standard methodology should be considered: Where additional
growth above historic trends is likely to or is planned to occur over the plan period; Where growth
strategies are in place, particularly where those growth strategies identify that additional housing above
historic trends is needed to support growth or funding is in place to promote and facilitate growth;
Where strategic infrastructure improvements are planned that would support new homes; Where an
authority has agreed to take on unmet need, calculated using the standard method, from neighbouring
authorities, as set out in a statement of common ground; and Where previous delivery has exceeded
the minimum need identified and this is indicative of greater housing need. The PPG also states that
where a recent SHMA suggests higher levels of need than those proposed by a strategic policy-making
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authority, an assessment of lower need should be justified. There is therefore a number of scenarios
or circumstances where the level of housing need in an area could be higher than the minimum number
suggested by the standard method. One of those is where a growth strategy is in place. It is recognised
that the Local Plan’s identified requirement (315 dpa) is above the Local Housing Need as calculated
by the Standard Method. This is because it responds to the Housing and Economic Development
Needs Assessment (HEDNA 2018) Adjusted Forecast employment growth scenario of 165 jobs per
annum (see paragraph 5.67 of the HEDNA which discusses the ‘Adjusted Forecast’ and table 16 which
sets out housing need implications). As set out in paragraph 3.11 of the PDHLP, on the basis of the
HEDNA’s Adjusted Forecast (an additional 165 jobs per year) the HEDNA identifies that the minimum
amount of additional employment land that should be planned for is 64.3ha. However should the
Council wish to provide additional land for open storage uses, reflecting several significant developments
over recent years that could be repeated, or to provide responsive land for inward investment
opportunities then 81.4ha would deliver this and reflects the level of historic completions. Paragraph
3.12 of the PDHLP goes on to state that “The adoption of the higher level of employment land will
allow for further choice in the market and reflect both the Council’s ambitions to grow the local economy,
as expressed though its Economic Strategy, and sub-regional priorities in the Strategic Economic Plan
to support growth in the A1/ A19 corridor.” We support the PDHLP’s objective of pursuing a higher
level of economic growth and the objectives of the Strategic Economic Plan. However, we have
concerns that the level of employment targeted by the PDHLP has not been accompanied by a
commensurate level of housing growth. If, as the PDHLP states, 315 dpa is the required level of housing
to deliver 165 jobs per annum and 64.3 ha of employment land delivers 165 jobs per annum then it is
clear that if the PDHLP is pursuing strategic employment land growth of 81.4ha then this will result in
higher employment growth and higher housing need. Given the importance that the planning practice
guidance places on ensuring that housing need reflect ‘growth strategies’ then it is important that the
Local Plan reflects the increased anticipated employment growth in the district. The PDHLP is therefore
unsound as it does not reflect national policy and guidance and is not justified in terms of its joint
pursuit of economic and housing growth. The housing requirement at Draft Policy S2 should be
increased.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Trustees of The Lady Milnes Coates June 1987
Settlement (1227682)

Comment ID

LPreg19-659

Response Date

17/09/19 15:23

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 Lady Milnes Coates Settlement.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy S2 commits Hambleton to providing a minimum of 6,615 new market and affordable homes
over the plan period (2014 to 2035), which equates to 315 dwellings per annum. The Trustees have
instructed the DLP Strategic Planning Research Unit (SPRU) to review the Draft Local Plan and
supporting evidence base, to establish if the proposed level of housing provision is robust and
appropriate, in the context of not only National Planning Policy and Planning Practice Guidance, but
also the aims and objectives of the Draft Local Plan. The full report prepared by the SPRU is contained
at Appendix III and should be read alongside these representations. A summary of the Trustees’ main
comments and concerns is set out below, in the context of Hambleton’s housing needs. It is noted that
the figure of 315dpa proposed by the Council is higher than the local housing need figure of 206dpa
calculated using the ‘Standard Method’ and therefore the Council have decided to depart from the
Framework’s standard method. However, Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph 2a-010) requires
Local Planning Authorities to take into account previous levels of delivery where this is significantly
greater than the outcome of the Standard Method (which is 206dpa in Hambleton). SPRU do not
consider such an exercise has been undertaken. With regards to the Council’s previous annual
completions, the Council are currently delivering completions at an average of 427dpa since the start
of the plan period in 2014. This exceeded the current proposed housing requirement of 315dpa by
36% and the LHN figure of 206dpa by 107%. If these levels of completions are maintained, then the
Council’s supply would be exhausted in 13.1 years, by 2032, some 3 years before the end of the plan
period and less than the 15 years required by the NPPF. It is demonstrated within the SPRU’s report
that, by way of a linear forecast, the completions in Hambleton based on past trends will continue to
increase beyond 500dpa. In the Council’s own evidence, the 2018 and 2019 SHLAAs, they consider
themselves capable of (in 4 of the 5 years) delivering completions of more than 81% higher than the
proposed housing requirement of 315dpa. This is an average of 611dpa. It is therefore considered
that an increase to the proposed housing requirement from 315dpa to 427dpa (as the current average
delivery rate) as a minimum is necessary to ensure that the Plan is sound.
Comment by

Messrs Shedden Anderton Welch (1049555)

Comment ID

LPreg19-790

Response Date

17/09/19 15:57

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email
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Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Spawforths LPreg19-790.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Local Plan identifies a housing requirement of at least 6615 dwellings, which is aligned to the
jobs-growth of 165 jobs per annum (2016-2035). The Consortium supports the identification of the
housing requirement as a minimum to be achieved and that it is seeking to align the figure to a level
of jobs growth. However, the Consortium is concerned that the figure does not reflect the aspiration
of the York, North Yorkshire and East Riding (YNYER) LEP Strategic Economic Plan and the jobs
growth aspirations set out in the Councils Economic Strategy. The HEDNA (June 2018), updates the
position set out in the SHMA Update (October 2018) and identifies a housing requirement of 315
dwellings per annum. This is based on an economic growth strategy that creates an additional 165
jobs per annum, which represents 0.3 % per annum growth. This does not reflect the sub regional
economic growth aspirations through the YNYER SEP or recent trends. The HEDNA (2018) notes that
historic growth was higher than growth forecast over the Plan period, citing 0.5 % per annum growth,
equating to an average of 215 jobs per annum. The Council’s Employment Land Review highlights
between 1981 and 2013 a total of 22, 283 jobs were created in the District. This equates to an annual
average increase of nearly 700 jobs. There is a record of strong growth in the District and within the
sub region. The LEP SEP update 2016, noted that the target for 21,900 jobs to be created between
2014 and 2021 had already been exceeded, and reiterates the need for continued high quality jobs
growth in the area. The Councils Economic Strategy for 2014 to 2024 identifies a target for job growth
of 3,000 over the 10 year period. This equates to 300 jobs per annum. Therefore, the Consortium are
unclear how, or, if this ambition has been fed into the identified level of jobs growth. The incorporation
of this ambition will inevitably increase the housing requirement. Further, the resultant land requirement
based on 165 jobs and completions trends is 64 ha, higher than the requirement of 22.7 ha based on
a jobs target of 178 jobs per annum. The HEDNA notes that should the Council wish to be responsive
to inward investment and provide for open storage a maximum of 81.4 ha could be required. This is
stated to reflect the higher completions for open storage which have not generated increased labour
due to extremely low job densities. The Council in Policy S2 identify an employment land requirement
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of 77.6 ha and go onto identify sufficient land through allocations in Policy EG1 to meet this requirement
in full. Notably the Local Plan does not restrict any of the employment allocations to open storage or
other low job generating uses. Therefore, there is potential for allocations to be taken up by employment
uses that generate higher job numbers, which would inevitably lead to an increase in the housing
requirement. Based on consideration of the economic growth aspirations of the sub region and District,
the housing requirement is not justified sufficiently. The Consortium consider that the housing
requirement should be uplifted to reflect the flexibility in uses provided by the Local Plan and additional
land for housing should be allocated. The LEP have strong housing growth aspirations, the 2019
annual report reiterates the strategic housing ambition is for major growth and notes the joint investment
plan which unlocks the potential for 16,000 affordable homes by 2027.The SEP ambition was to double
completions achieved in 2014. In Hambleton in 2013/14 195 homes were completed, if doubled this
would equate to 388 dpa. In 2014/15 317 homes were delivered, if doubled this would be 634 dwellings
per annum, significantly above requirement set out in the Local Plan. Since the beginning of the Plan
period the delivery of homes has been higher than the OAN of 315. An annual average of 427 homes
have been delivered in Hambleton between 2014 and 31st March 2019. This demonstrates that there
is capacity and demand in Hambleton to deliver homes at a rate substantially higher than 315 dpa.
Further, despite this delivery being higher than the OAN, affordability (when based on medium workplace
earnings) has worsened. In 2016 the HEDNA notes an affordability ratio of 8.9. The latest ONS data
indicates in 2018 the ratio was 9.09. The Framework requires that strategic policies should look ahead
over a minimum 15 year period from adoption, to anticipate and respond to long- term requirements
and opportunities (paragraph 22). Hambleton’s Local Development Scheme anticipates submission
to the Secretary of State in November 2019, and receipt of the Inspectors Report in November 2020
with adoption anticipated in December 2020. This timetable appears very tight in the light of ongoing
examinations for York and Harrogate, with plans submitted in May 2018 and August 2018 respectively.
If this timetable slips even just marginally the plan will no longer be looking ahead over a minimum 15
year period post adoption.The plan will not be consistent with the Framework.The Consortium considers
that the housing requirement has been set too low. It is concerned that the Council is not seeking to
create new homes to reflect the Districts own recent economic growth or the sub-regional economic
growth aspirations. [see attached submission for Spatial Framework Sub Areas – Spatial Framework
(Draft)] Hambleton has a role at sub-regional level. The southern portion of the district is closely related
to York and the wider region. This is recognised within the Council’s Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (2016), which identified a strong interrelationship with York to the south. The draft Spatial
Framework, whilst not a statutory document, identifies two strategic development zones within
Hambleton. Strategic Development Zone 3 Central A168 corridor, and Strategic Development Zone
4 the York Growth Zone, which extends into Hambleton in the south. These Strategic Development
Zones are considered to be broad locations for the future focus of development and associated
investment. The York Growth Zone, recognises and responds to the role of York as a regional economic
driver. The Spatial Framework (draft) identifies a long term strategic sequential approach to help meet
York’s development needs and enable York to fulfil its roles as a sub-regional economic and employment
centre. This sequential approach includes the identification of locations in adjoining authorities, guided
by movement corridors that can help York to meet its needs. [see attached submission for Strategic
Development Zones, Spatial Framework (Draft)] In this regard the current Statement of Common
Ground states that York City Council will meet or exceed the Objectively Assessed Level of Housing
requirement within the planning authority. It is assumed that this is based on an OAN of 790, recently
consulted on as part of York’s proposed modifications, PM 3, which is still subject to Examination and
as such could change substantially. Given the interrelationship between the south of the District and
York, the direction of the Spatial Framework, and the position of York’s Plan, it is crucial the Hambleton
Local Plan is sufficiently flexible and sets out its approach to the sub regional growth aspirations. The
Local Plan should also establish the approach to longer term growth aspirations and the framework
and circumstances for early Plan review. This should include a strategy towards identifying an
appropriately located new settlement in the south of the District. The Consortium consider that the
requirement does not reflect LEP or Council Economic growth ambitions, nor does it respond
appropriately to affordability and market signals. The requirement is not justified and does not provide
an appropriate strategy. The Plan in its present form could fail to deliver sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework and is not consistent with national policy. In these
circumstances, the Consortium do not consider the Hambleton Local Plan, in its current form, to be
sound. However, the Consortium consider that with increased flexibility in the housing requirement,
an increased plan period and the inclusion of a strategy for identifying a new settlement the Local Plan
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can be found sound. The Consortium will continue to work with the Council to develop appropriate
modifications to the Local Plan.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the Council should:Extend the Plan Period
to ensure that the plan looks ahead to over a minimum 15 period from adoption, to anticipate and
respond to long-term requirements and opportunities.Review the evidence base and increase the
housing requirement to better reflect the evidence base and economic growth aspirations of the region,
provide additional flexibility, and account for the extended plan period.Provide increased flexibility
within the plan through identification of a new settlement or broad locations for growth capable of
accommodating longer term development needs of the wider sub region and in order to ensure sufficient
supply of housing can be brought forward at a sufficient rate throughout the entire plan period and
beyond.

Comment by

Tanfield Lodge Estate ( - 1049685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-991

Response Date

17/09/19 11:51

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Policy sets out the Council’s aspirations for the period to 2035, the identification of approximately
77.6 ha of employment land and at least 6,615 new homes for both market and affordable provision.
Given that these requirements are stated as a minimum this basic position is supported. However we
do have concerns with regards to the level of housing proposed and in particular, how this ties in with
the proposed economic development strategy in terms of the quantum of development and its
distribution. With the housing numbers our concern is that the Policy is neither positively prepared nor
justified for the following reasons: The 2018 HEDNA suggests that there is an objectively assessed
need (OAN) of 315 dwellings per annum (dpa) or 6,615 homes over the plan period. This is the figure
that the Council has chosen to use as the housing requirement within the Publication Draft and is over
and above the figure identified within the Local Housing Need set out by the national Standard
Methodology (Planning Practice Guidance Paragraph 004 Reference ID 2a-004-20190220, Revision
Date: 20 02 2019). Despite this we note that, whilst the Standard Method identifies a minimum annual
housing need figure, it does not produce a housing requirement figure and does not take into
consideration economic growth. It is important also that the employment requirements set out in the
Policy are consistent with other Local Plan documents, in particular the Hambleton Economic Strategy
2014-24, which seeks to create over 3,000 jobs over the ten year period (i.e. 300 jobs per annum).
Although a different time frame this significantly exceeds the figure set out in the HEDNA which suggests
that the CE forecasts result in an employment growth of 165 jobs per annum over the period 2016 to
2035. This is below the figure sought in the Economic Strategy (whether deliberate or otherwise),
suggesting that there may be potential for a further increase in the housing figure to support the
Economic Strategy. There is also a case to be made to increase the housing requirement further to
provide flexibility in the future, not only to help support economic growth but also to help safeguard
against any delivery shortfall from current supply and proposed allocations during the plan period. In
this we agree with the Home Builders’ Federation that the policy should include a 20% buffer of
additional housing allocations to be identified within the Plan and identify further sites over and above
those currently indicated. As such we support the position of using a figure over and above that identified
by the Local Housing Need Assessment, but consider that there is potential to increase the housing
requirement further. To some extent this may be dealt with by the use of the phrase “at least 6,615
new homes” but we would prefer that the requirement set out this number as a net number, to take
into account any potential demolitions.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy S2 of the Local Plan identifies a minimum housing requirement of at least 6,615 new homes
over the Plan period (2014 to 2035). The reference to the requirement as a minimum is supported and
consistent with the ethos of the NPPF. The scale of the proposed housing requirement identified in
Policy S2 is, however, considered unsound. The policy and its associated evidence base are not fully
justified, positively prepared or derived in accordance with national policy. The Local Plan identifies
that the housing requirement will be delivered through the following sources; • Completions from 1st
April 2014 to 31st March 2019; • Commitments, inclusive of a 10% non-implementation rate on small
sites; and • Allocations made within Part 2 of the Local Plan (Site Allocations). Paragraphs 5.7 of the
Local Plan identifies taking account of completions (2,136 dwellings) and commitments (4,013 dwellings)
leaving a minimum requirement of 466 homes required from allocations. The scale of proposed
allocations is not considered sound as it will not be effective in meeting the proposed housing
requirement over the Plan Period. Local Plan Policy S2: Strategic Development Needs, sets out a
housing requirement of at least 6,615 dwellings over the Plan period 2014 to 2035. The National
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Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), published February 2019, requires local planning authorities to
prepare plans which are positively prepared (para. 15) and support the Government’s objectives of
significantly boosting the supply of homes (para. 59). In order to achieve this a local authority is required
to determine the minimum number of homes needed within a local area, using a standard method
which is set out within the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) (NPPF, para. 60). The identified housing
requirement is a strategic policy (NPPF, para. 20) which must be reviewed every five-years (NPPF,
para. 33) and provide a minimum 15-year time horizon, post adoption (NPPF, para. 22). Calculating
local housing need via the standard method is a three-stage process which is clearly explained within
the PPG (ID 2a-004). The implications of the current standard method are outlined in Table 2.1 below.
[See attached representation for table]. There is uncertainty regarding the implementation of the
standard method over the longer-term. Following a consultation in October 2018 the Government
stated that it intends to review the standard method by September 2020 (MHCLG (2019): Government
response to the technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance). The
details of the review are unknown. However, given the Government’s stated intention to deliver 300,000
homes per annum by the mid-2020s it is likely there will be a general uplift across the country compared
to the current methodology, which delivers approximately 269,000 homes annually. The standard
method currently identifies a minimum housing requirement of 206 dwellings per annum (dpa). This
is for the whole of the Hambleton DC area, including the elements within the National Park. Paragraph
60 of the NPPF, and the associated guidance within the PPG, are clear that the standard method
represents the “…minimum number of homes needed,…” (our emphasis). The PPG states that the
Government will be supportive of authorities who wish to plan for growth. In addition, the PPG identifies
other factors which need to be considered when determining the housing requirement. These include
growth strategies, planned infrastructure, previous levels of delivery and recent assessments of need
such as Strategic Housing Market Assessments (SHMA), where this suggests a higher need (PPG ID
2a-010). A recent SHMA assessment has been undertaken in Hambleton in the form of a Housing and
Employment Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA). This document considers issues such as
economic growth, planned infrastructure and affordable housing need. The HEDNA is discussed in
greater detail later in this section.[see attached submission for table 2.1] Previous Levels of Delivery
Hambleton has consistently delivered in excess of 206 dwellings over 14 years. Table 2.2 illustrates
that delivery has fallen below this level for just 3 years (2011/12, 2012/13 and 2013/14). This
corresponds with low levels of housing delivery nationally as the industry struggled to recover from
the financial crisis. Since 2014/15 housing delivery has been strong, indicating the pent-up demand
for new homes within Hambleton. The actual levels of reported housing delivery vary between the two
key Council documents, the 2017-18 Authority Monitoring Report (AMR) (yet to be updated to March
2019) and 2019 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2019 SHLAA). It is, however, clear
that average levels of delivery since 2004/5 have been significantly in excess of 206dpa (between 309
and 325dpa – 2018/19 allowing for the SHLAA 2019 figure of 472 for 2018-2019). Since 2014/15 it
has been more than double the standard method, between 414 and 427dpa. Setting the housing
requirement more than 200dpa below recent levels of delivery would be contrary to the ethos of the
NPPF and the Government’s continued desire to boost significantly the supply and delivery of
housing.[See attached submission for table 2.2] Unmet Need The NPPF and PPG, as revised, no
longer refer to meeting housing needs over a Housing Market Area (HMA). Both have moved towards
a local authority-based assessment of housing need, as set out by the PPG. However, this does not
mean that an understanding of the HMA is no longer required. Paragraph 60 of the NPPF is clear that
“…any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in esta
blishing the amount of housing to be planned for.” The PPG clarifies that unmet need is additional to
any need identified by the standard method (ID 2a-014).The scale of the unmet need from neighbouring
authorities should be the subject of a ‘Statement of Common Ground’ (SoCG). The Council’s 2016
Strategic Housing Market Update identified several separate HMAs across Hambleton with the southern
part linked to York, the north-eastern Middlesbrough and Teesside, the north-west Richmondshire with
the remainder, including Thirsk and Northallerton within their own HMA. The SHMA Update notes it
was for practical reasons, rather than strength of relationship, that Hambleton was considered as a
single HMA (paragraph 1.7). However, the SHMA Update continues to recognise these strong
relationships. The Council’s 2019 Statement of Common Ground identifies that neighbouring authorities
are currently in agreement that they will not be seeking assistance from Hambleton in delivering their
respective housing need. Similarly, Hambleton is not seeking assistance from neighbouring authorities.
The City of York Council has recently consulted upon Main Modifications to their submitted Local Plan.
The consultation, amongst other things, seeks to reduce the housing requirement to 790dpa based
on the 2016 household projections. Whilst the Local Plan is to be examined against the 2012 NPPF,
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due to the date of submission, this is contrary to recent Government statements indicating that the
2016-based household projections should be discounted in favour of their 2014 counterparts.
Furthermore, the standard method for assessing local housing need suggests that York should be
planning for at least 1,069dpa. This is some 279 dwellings greater than proposed in the recent
consultation. The situation within York is therefore uncertain and whilst Hambleton has not yet been
called upon to assist this could change in the near future. Given the strong relationship between York
and Hambleton it is conceivable that any request for unmet need could be significant. HEDNA The
most recent HEDNA, published in June 2018, identifies a wide range of potential scenarios for household
growth throughout the Plan period. The housing requirement set out within Policy S2 of the Local Plan
is based upon a jobs-led scenario. This is supported and considered consistent with the NPPF and
advice within the PPG. The case within Hambleton for an uplift above identified need is clear. Hambleton
has an ageing population - the latest population projections (2016-based) suggest that the over 65’s
will account for nearly 35% of the Hambleton population in 2035. This compares to a regional average
of almost 24% (Yorkshire and Humber) and just over 23% nationally (England). To counteract this the
Local Plan identifies that “Hambleton’s demogra phic profile has started to re - balance, as more young
people have remained or returned to Hambleton to live and work.” (Plan Outcome 7). This is an
appropriate response to the current demographic issues facing Hambleton. This will, however, require
a departure from the past trends identified in the population projections and will require an uplift to the
housing requirement to accommodate the additional younger population.The HEDNA considers several
demographically driven scenarios. These scenarios make alterations to the 2014-based household
projections in response to longer-term historic migration trends and falling household formation in the
25 to 34-year age group. These are considered appropriate amendments. Given the clear aim of the
Plan to re-balance its demographic profile and Government incentives such as Help to Buy, which are
aimed at younger age groups, improvements to household formation rates for the 25-34-year age
group is considered an essential element of the Plan. In addition, growth plans identified by the Local
Enterprise Partnership (LEP) Strategic Economic Plan Refresh (2016) have identified several sectors
which are expected to see high levels of jobs growth in Northallerton in high–value economies. This
includes the redevelopment of former HM Prison Northallerton, an 8.7ha employment allocation west
of the A167/junction with North Moor Road and infrastructure upgrades along the A1 at Leeming Bar.
The housing requirement identified using the standard method would be insufficient to facilitate the
anticipated level of jobs-growth or rebalance the demographic profile of Hambleton. It is therefore
considered entirely appropriate that the Local Plan seeks to deliver a higher housing requirement.
Jobs Growth The Local Plan is founded upon creating an additional 165 jobs per annum throughout
the Plan period (para. 3.11). The HEDNA considers both historic and forecast employment growth,
utilising economic models by Oxford Economics (OE), Cambridge Econometrics (CE) and the Regional
Econometric Model (REM)(This model utilises Experian data).[See attached submission for table 2.3]
The forecasts are significantly more pessimistic than the historic rates of growth identified over the
period 1995 to 2008. The forecasts are, however, baseline forecasts based upon national and regional
trends without the benefit of local knowledge or consideration of the impact of local projects such as
the A1(M) upgrade. To take account of these impacts, the HEDNA provides adjustments to the CE
forecast as this is consistent with previous studies and is the most positive of the forecasts. It is notable
that this approach provides a level of jobs growth which sits comfortably between the two historic
trends (CE-Historic and OE-Historic). (See table 2.3). On this basis a jobs growth rate of 165 jobs per
annum is considered reasonable. Economic Led Housing Need To convert jobs-growth into a relevant
housing requirement inevitably requires several assumptions to be used. It is these assumptions which
are the focus of our concerns. The key assumptions utilised in the HEDNA are double-jobbing, a
commuting ratio and economic activity rates. The assumptions in relation to double-jobbing and
commuting are both considered reasonable assumptions, based upon recognised data sources. In
terms of economic activity rates, assumptions are required to take account of future changes. This is
influenced by increasing numbers of women in the workforce and changes to the State Pension Age.
In this regard the HEDNA identifies three alternatives, these are set out at paragraph 5.77 and
encompass rates provided by the Office of Budgetary Responsibility (OBR), Experian and a hybrid
approach, referred to as the SHMA rate which considers forecasts from OE, CE and Experian (REM).
Due to the fact that these alternatives measure economic activity rather than employment,
unemployment rates also need to be considered. Paragraph 5.78 of the HEDNA identifies that, because
unemployment in Hambleton is already below national and regional averages, it is not considered that
additional changes should be made. This is supported. Table 17 of the HEDNA, partially replicated
below, identifies the numerous jobs-led scenarios tested within the HEDNA. Given the Council’s valid
ambition to create 165 jobs per annum, the adjusted scenarios are considered the most appropriate,
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these (inclusive of household formation adjustments for 25-34-year olds) are replicated below. [See
attached submission for table 2.4] The HEDNA dismisses the OBR rates as they are considered overly
pessimistic and are not linked directly to an economic forecast. Similarly, the Experian rates are
dismissed as they are considered overly optimistic (para. 5.79). The SHMA rate sits between these
two rates for this reason the HEDNA considers it to be reasonably sound. We disagree with this point
and strongly suggest that the OBR figures should be utilised. Whilst not linked to a specific economic
forecast, the OBR was established in 2010 with executive responsibility to the Chancellor of the
Exchequer to provide economic and fiscal forecasts to inform Government taxation and spending
decisions. Its projections represent the only official, national projections currently available as far as
we are aware and, whilst nationally derived, the HEDNA provides no clear evidence as to why
Hambleton should differ from these norms. It should also be noted that the criticisms waged at the
OBR rates within the HEDNA report (these being that they are nationally based and not related to a
specific model) are equally applicable to the SHMA rate. The SHMA rate is a hybrid forecast which
has not been developed for any of the economic models used, let alone the CE forecast of jobs growth
relied upon by the Council. In Table 2.5 below we show how the SHMA rate increases compare with
the projected increases in economic activity rates assumed by the OBR. Whilst there are differences
between all age cohorts, the most pronounced are in the 60-64 and 65-69 age cohorts. {See full
representation for table] WYG accept that combined, an aging population, increasing life expectancy
and the continued shift to service-based employment will lead to a growing number and proportion of
older people in Hambleton remaining economically active. The changes in participation rates within
the OBR projections take account of these changes being driven by legislative changes to the state
pension age (SPA) and the modelling of cohort effects, which changes patterns of participation in
different age cohorts over time. The implication of the markedly higher rates assumed by the SHMA
and used in the preferred option within the HEDNA is that Hambleton will need to rely on a significantly
larger proportion of its older residents remaining in work to support future employment growth in the
District. For example, by 2035 the HEDNA assumes just 13.7% of males aged 60-64 will not be
economically active, in contrast the OBR rate is 31.9%. Given the increased prevalence of illhealth
and desire to retire amongst the older population the SHMA rate appears extremely optimistic. Neither
the feasibility nor desirability of this is explored in the HEDNA. This approach also implies less additional
in-migration to the District and a reduction in housing need that goes with it to provide the necessary
boost in the labour supply. This means significantly fewer younger age cohorts are required to fill the
increase in jobs. Given that the Council has recognised in the Local Plan the need to attract and the
retain the younger age population, the outcome of the HEDNA’s approach appears counterintuitive.
Since the OBR rates are nationally officially recognised by Central Government, and the heavy reliance
the SHMA rate places upon older age cohorts it is recommended that the housing requirement is set
using the adjusted OBR rate scenario (355dpa). [See full representation for table] Housing Need
Conclusion The NPPF, paragraph 60, identifies that the standard method for assessing housing need
should be utilised to determine the minimum housing requirement within the District (inclusive of the
elements within the National Park). The standard method currently identifies a requirement of 206dpa.
The PPG is clear that Government will be supportive of authorities who wish to plan for growth. In
addition, the PPG identifies other factors which need to be considered when determining the housing
requirement. These include growth strategies, planned infrastructure, previous levels of delivery and
recent assessments of need such as Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), where this
suggests a higher need. In terms of Hambleton there is clear evidence in relation to growth strategies,
planned infrastructure and previous levels of delivery that the housing requirement should be significantly
in excess of 206dpa. In addition, the uncertain position in neighbouring York indicates that Hambleton
may be called upon to assist in meeting their unmet needs. The relevant Council evidence in relation
to the impact of growth strategies and planned infrastructure is contained in the 2018 HEDNA. Much
of the evidence contained within this report is not disputed. However, the favoured scenario places
undue reliance upon the over 60’s to remain economically active. The alternative scenario utilising
OBR rates is considered far more realistic. This scenario suggests a housing requirement of
355dpa.[See attached submission for table 2.5] A housing requirement of 355dpa remains significantly
below recent levels of delivery and it is therefore, whilst not particularly aspirational it is deliverable.
This level of delivery would fit more comfortably with the Government’s emphasis upon boosting
significantly the supply and delivery of housing. It is therefore recommended that Policy S2 be amended
to refer to a minimum net requirement of 7,455 dwellings over the Plan period to ensure this policy is
sound. This requirement may need to be uplifted further if Hambleton is called upon to assist in meeting
any unmet need from neighbouring York.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
To ensure that the Local Plan is found sound at examination the following amendments are required;
(see Section 5 – Summary and Conclusions);• Housing requirement identified in Policy S2 should be
increased to at least 7,455 dwellings over the Plan period.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council through Policy S2 establish a plan period of 21 years from 2014 – 2035. The Framework
provides guidance on the length of Local Plans, with a recommended 15-year period being generally
accepted as appropriate. The Council have an adopted Local Plan, which was produced in 2008,
providing an overarching strategy, development management policies and housing allocations. Whilst
that plan was due to run until 2024 the release of the Framework meant that a number of the Councils
policies were considered to be out of date. A number of reports were written and approved my members
at Cabinet and Full Council seeking to review the previous Local Plan as a result of a number of
out-of-date policies. These policies were confirmed in those reports as Policies CP1, CP2, CP4 and
CP9. These policies all related to the way in which development was considered both inside and
outside defined development limits. The other policies in the Core Strategy were not considered to be
out of date and did not require review, including Policy CP5, which provided the overall level of
development required and an annual housing requirement. The Council therefore recommended a
partial review of the Plan in late 2013 to update these policies, with a view that a new plan would be
produced and adopted within 2 years by 2015. Notwithstanding this, the partial review has changed
over time to result in a full new Local plan being developed to supersede the previous documents.
This consultation on the plan has now formally been released six years from that initial report to Cabinet,
with a further two years likely for adoption. Given the length of time that has passed and the period of
time until the end of the plan period it is considered unsound to back date the plan by five years
(potentially seven from adoption) to overlap with the previous plan period. The Council should amend
the plan period to read 2018-2035 so that the level of housing required in that period is met separately
to that required between 20142018 and delivered under the current plan. This backdated plan period
has the result of significantly reducing the level of homes required in the next fifteen years as a result
of the delivery of homes in the last five years. Whilst the plan has been considered for review within
that time period, it has not been reviewed and that period was covered by a relatively recently adopted
Local Plan. The impacts of this approach are considered under Chapter five when considering the
allocation of new homes. The housing requirement is also shown in Policy S2, requiring a minimum
of 6,615 new homes between 2014-2035, with both market and affordable housing required to be
delivered in that figure. The Councils housing requirement is proposed at 315 homes per annum,
including the need for 55 affordable homes. The PPG was recently updated to outline the importance
of meeting the needs of all parties, including affordable homes, older persons accommodation and
specialist housing. The PPG was updated in July 2019 to highlight the need to provide for differing
types of housing, including affordable housing and housing to meet the needs of specific groups. It is
clear from the SHMA that Hambleton has an aging population that has very specific housing needs,
with 68 homes per annum required. The HEDNA however confirms at paragraphs 3.25-3.30 that this
need will simply be met in the 315 homes per annum proposed as they are still C3 homes. Simply
confirming that the requirement will include this need is an inappropriate mechanism to deliver these
homes and clearly shows that no regard has been had to specialist housing requirements in the PPG.
On this basis the housing requirement should be increased to ensure that all needs are met. Our Client
objects to the plan period and the decision to incorporate affordable housing need into the overall
housing target. The approach taken is considered to be unsound and not in accordance with the NPPF
test outline in paragraph 35.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy S2 of the Local Plan identifies a minimum housing requirement of at least 6,615 new homes
over the Plan period (2014 to 2035). The reference to the requirement as a minimum is supported and
consistent with the ethos of the NPPF. The scale of the proposed housing requirement identified in
Policy S2 is, however, considered unsound. The policy and its associated evidence base are not fully
justified, positively prepared or derived in accordance with national policy. The Local Plan identifies
that the housing requirement will be delivered through the following sources; • Completions from 1st
April 2014 to 31st March 2019; • Commitments, inclusive of a 10% non-implementation rate on small
sites; and • Allocations made within Part 2 of the Local Plan (Site Allocations). Paragraphs 5.7 of the
Local Plan identifies taking account of completions (2,136 dwellings) and commitments (4,013 dwellings)
leaving a minimum requirement of 466 homes required from allocations. The scale of proposed
allocations is not considered sound as it will not be effective in meeting the proposed housing
requirement over the Plan Period. Local Plan Policy S2: Strategic Development Needs, sets out a
housing requirement of at least 6,615 dwellings over the Plan period 2014 to 2035. The National
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Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), published February 2019, requires local planning authorities to
prepare plans which are positively prepared (para. 15) and support the Government’s objectives of
significantly boosting the supply of homes (para. 59). In order to achieve this a local authority is required
to determine the minimum number of homes needed within a local area, using a standard method
which is set out within the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) (NPPF, para. 60). The identified housing
requirement is a strategic policy (NPPF, para. 20) which must be reviewed every five-years (NPPF,
para. 33) and provide a minimum 15-year time horizon, post adoption (NPPF, para. 22). Local Plan
Representations Calculating local housing need via the standard method is a three-stage process
which is clearly explained within the PPG (ID 2a-004). The implications of the current standard method
are outlined in Table 2.1 below. There is uncertainty regarding the implementation of the standard
method over the longer-term. Following a consultation in October 2018 the Government stated that it
intends to review the standard method by September 20201. The details of the review are unknown.
However, given the Government’s stated intention to deliver 300,000 homes per annum by the
mid-2020s it is likely there will be a general uplift across the country compared to the current
methodology, which delivers approximately 269,000 homes annually. The standard method currently
identifies a minimum housing requirement of 206 dwellings per annum (dpa). This is for the whole of
the Hambleton DC area, including the elements within the National Park. Paragraph 60 of the NPPF,
and the associated guidance within the PPG, are clear that the standard method represents the
“…minimum number of homes needed,…” (our emphasis). The PPG states that the Government will
be supportive of authorities who wish to plan for growth. In addition, the PPG identifies other factors
which need to be considered when determining the housing requirement. These include growth
strategies, planned infrastructure, previous levels of delivery and recent assessments of need such
as Strategic Housing Market Assessments (SHMA), where this suggests a higher need (PPG ID
2a-010). A recent SHMA assessment has been undertaken in Hambleton in the form of a Housing and
Employment Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA). This document considers issues such as
economic growth, planned infrastructure and affordable housing need. The HEDNA is discussed in
greater detail later in this section.[see attached submission for table 2.1] Previous Levels of Delivery
Hambleton has consistently delivered in excess of 206 dwellings over 14 years. Table 2.2 illustrates
that delivery has fallen below this level for just 3 years (2011/12, 2012/13 and 2013/14). This
corresponds with low levels of housing delivery nationally as the industry struggled to recover from
the financial crisis. Since 2014/15 housing delivery has been strong, indicating the pent-up demand
for new homes within Hambleton. The actual levels of reported housing delivery vary between the two
key Council documents, the 2017-18 Authority Monitoring Report (AMR) (yet to be updated to March
2019) and 2019 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2019 SHLAA). It is, however, clear
that average levels of delivery since 2004/5 have been significantly in excess of 206dpa (between 309
and 325dpa – 2018/19 allowing for the SHLAA 2019 figure of 472 for 2018-2019). Since 2014/15 it
has been more than double the standard method, between 414 and 427dpa. Setting the housing
requirement more than 200dpa below recent levels of delivery would be contrary to the ethos of the
NPPF and the Government’s continued desire to boost significantly the supply and delivery of
housing.[see attached submission for table 2.2] Unmet Need The NPPF and PPG, as revised, no
longer refer to meeting housing needs over a Housing Market Area (HMA). Both have moved towards
a local authority-based assessment of housing need, as set out by the PPG. However, this does not
mean that an understanding of the HMA is no longer required. Paragraph 60 of the NPPF is clear that
“…any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in
establishing the amount of housing to be planned for.” The PPG clarifies that unmet need is additional
to any need identified by the standard method (ID 2a-014). The scale of the unmet need from
neighbouring authorities should be the subject of a ‘Statement of Common Ground’ (SoCG). The
Council’s 2016 Strategic Housing Market Update identified several separate HMAs across Hambleton
with the southern part linked to York, the north-eastern Middlesbrough and Teesside, the north-west
Richmondshire with the remainder, including Thirsk and Northallerton within their own HMA. The SHMA
Update notes it was for practical reasons, rather than strength of relationship, that Hambleton was
considered as a single HMA (paragraph 1.7). However, the SHMA Update continues to recognise
these strong relationships. The Council’s 2019 Statement of Common Ground identifies that
neighbouring authorities are currently in agreement that they will not be seeking assistance from
Hambleton in delivering their respective housing need. Similarly, Hambleton is not seeking assistance
from neighbouring authorities.The City of York Council has recently consulted upon Main Modifications
to their submitted Local Plan. The consultation, amongst other things, seeks to reduce the housing
requirement to 790dpa based on the 2016 household projections. Whilst the Local Plan is to be
examined against the 2012 NPPF, due to the date of submission, this is contrary to recent Government
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statements indicating that the 2016-based household projections should be discounted in favour of
their 2014 counterparts. Furthermore, the standard method for assessing local housing need suggests
that York should be planning for at least 1,069dpa. This is some 279 dwellings greater than proposed
in the recent consultation. The situation within York is therefore uncertain and whilst Hambleton has
not yet been called upon to assist this could change in the near future. Given the strong relationship
between York and Hambleton it is conceivable that any request for unmet need could be significant.
HEDNA The most recent HEDNA, published in June 2018, identifies a wide range of potential scenarios
for household growth throughout the Plan period. The housing requirement set out within Policy S2 of
the Local Plan is based upon a jobs-led scenario. This is supported and considered consistent with
the NPPF and advice within the PPG. The case within Hambleton for an uplift above identified need
is clear. Hambleton has an ageing population - the latest population projections (2016-based) suggest
that the over 65’s will account for nearly 35% of the Hambleton population in 2035. This compares to
a regional average of almost 24% (Yorkshire and Humber) and just over 23% nationally (England).
To counteract this the Local Plan identifies that “Hambleton’s demographic profile has started to
re-balance, as more young people have remained or returned to Hambleton to live and work.” (Plan
Outcome 7). This is an appropriate response to the current demographic issues facing Hambleton.
This will, however, require a departure from the past trends identified in the population projections and
will require an uplift to the housing requirement to accommodate the additional younger population.
The HEDNA considers several demographically driven scenarios. These scenarios make alterations
to the 2014-based household projections in response to longer-term historic migration trends and
falling household formation in the 25 to 34-year age group. These are considered appropriate
amendments. Given the clear aim of the Plan to re-balance its demographic profile and Government
incentives such as Help to Buy, which are aimed at younger age groups, improvements to household
formation rates for the 25-34-year age group is considered an essential element of the Plan. In addition,
growth plans identified by the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) Strategic Economic Plan Refresh
(2016) have identified several sectors which are expected to see high levels of jobs growth in
Northallerton in high–value economies. This includes the redevelopment of former HM Prison
Northallerton, an 8.7ha employment allocation west of the A167/junction with North Moor Road and
infrastructure upgrades along the A1 at Leeming Bar. The housing requirement identified using the
standard method would be insufficient to facilitate the anticipated level of jobs-growth or rebalance the
demographic profile of Hambleton. It is therefore considered entirely appropriate that the Local Plan
seeks to deliver a higher housing requirement. Jobs Growth The Local Plan is founded upon creating
an additional 165 jobs per annum throughout the Plan period (para. 3.11). The HEDNA considers both
historic and forecast employment growth, utilising economic models by Oxford Economics (OE),
Cambridge Econometrics (CE) and the Regional Econometric Model (REM) The forecasts are
significantly more pessimistic than the historic rates of growth identified over the period 1995 to
2008.[see attached submission for table 2.3] The forecasts are, however, baseline forecasts based
upon national and regional trends without the benefit of local knowledge or consideration of the impact
of local projects such as the A1(M) upgrade. To take account of these impacts, the HEDNA provides
adjustments to the CE forecast as this is consistent with previous studies and is the most positive of
the forecasts. It is notable that this approach provides a level of jobs growth which sits comfortably
between the two historic trends (CE-Historic and OE-Historic). (See table 2.3). On this basis a jobs
growth rate of 165 jobs per annum is considered reasonable. Economic Led Housing Need To convert
jobs-growth into a relevant housing requirement inevitably requires several assumptions to be used.
It is these assumptions which are the focus of our concerns. The key assumptions utilised in the
HEDNA are double-jobbing, a commuting ratio and economic activity rates. The assumptions in relation
to double-jobbing and commuting are both considered reasonable assumptions, based upon recognised
data sources. In terms of economic activity rates, assumptions are required to take account of future
changes. This is influenced by increasing numbers of women in the workforce and changes to the
State Pension Age. In this regard the HEDNA identifies three alternatives, these are set out at paragraph
5.77 and encompass rates provided by the Office of Budgetary Responsibility (OBR), Experian and a
hybrid approach, referred to as the SHMA rate which considers forecasts from OE, CE and Experian
(REM). Due to the fact that these alternatives measure economic activity rather than employment,
unemployment rates also need to be considered. Paragraph 5.78 of the HEDNA identifies that because
unemployment in Hambleton is already below national and regional averages, it is not considered that
additional changes should be made. This is supported. Table 17 of the HEDNA, partially replicated
below, identifies the numerous jobs-led scenarios tested within the HEDNA. Given the Council’s valid
ambition to create 165 jobs per annum, the adjusted scenarios are considered the most appropriate,
these (inclusive of household formation adjustments for 25-34-year olds) are replicated below.[see
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attached submission for table 2.4] The HEDNA dismisses the OBR rates as they are considered overly
pessimistic and are not linked directly to an economic forecast. Similarly, the Experian rates are
dismissed as they are considered overly optimistic (para. 5.79). The SHMA rate sits between these
two rates for this reason the HEDNA considers it to be reasonably sound. We disagree with this point
and strongly suggest that the OBR figures should be utilised. Whilst not linked to a specific economic
forecast, the OBR was established in 2010 with executive responsibility to the Chancellor of the
Exchequer to provide economic and fiscal forecasts to inform Government taxation and spending
decisions. Its projections represent the only official, national projections currently available as far as
we are aware and, whilst nationally derived, the HEDNA provides no clear evidence as to why
Hambleton should differ from these norms. It should also be noted that the criticisms waged at the
OBR rates within the HEDNA report (these being that they are nationally based and not related to a
specific model) are equally applicable to the SHMA rate. The SHMA rate is a hybrid forecast which
has not been developed for any of the economic models used, let alone the CE forecast of jobs growth
relied upon by the Council. In Table 2.5 below we show how the SHMA rate increases compare with
the projected increases in economic activity rates assumed by the OBR. Whilst there are differences
between all age cohorts, the most pronounced are in the 60-64 and 65-69 age cohorts WYG accept
that combined, an aging population, increasing life expectancy and the continued shift to service-based
employment will lead to a growing number and proportion of older people in Hambleton remaining
economically active. The changes in participation rates within the OBR projections take account of
these changes being driven by legislative changes to the state pension age (SPA) and the modelling
of cohort effects, which changes patterns of participation in different age cohorts over time. The
implication of the markedly higher rates assumed by the SHMA and used in the preferred option within
the HEDNA is that Hambleton will need to rely on a significantly larger proportion of its older residents
remaining in work to support future employment growth in the District. For example, by 2035 the
HEDNA assumes just 13.7% of males aged 60-64 will not be economically active, in contrast the OBR
rate is 31.9%. Given the increased prevalence of ill health and desire to retire amongst the older
population the SHMA rate appears extremely optimistic. Neither the feasibility nor desirability of this
is explored in the HEDNA This approach also implies less additional in-migration to the District and a
reduction in housing need that goes with it to provide the necessary boost in the labour supply. This
means significantly fewer younger age cohorts are required to fill the increase in jobs. Given that the
Council has recognised in the Local Plan the need to attract and the retain the younger age population,
the outcome of the HEDNA’s approach appears counterintuitive. Since the OBR rates are nationally
officially recognised by Central Government, and the heavy reliance the SHMA rate places upon older
age cohorts it is recommended that the housing requirement is set using the adjusted OBR rate scenario
(355dpa).[see attached submission for table 2.5] Housing Need Conclusion The NPPF, paragraph 60,
identifies that the standard method for assessing housing need should be utilised to determine the
minimum housing requirement within the District (inclusive of the elements within the National Park).
The standard method currently identifies a requirement of 206dpa. The PPG is clear that Government
will be supportive of authorities who wish to plan for growth. In addition, the PPG identifies other factors
which need to be considered when determining the housing requirement. These include growth
strategies, planned infrastructure, previous levels of delivery and recent assessments of need such
as Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), where this suggests a higher need. In terms of
Hambleton there is clear evidence in relation to growth strategies, planned infrastructure and previous
levels of delivery that the housing requirement should be significantly in excess of 206dpa. In addition,
the uncertain position in neighbouring York indicates that Hambleton may be called upon to assist in
meeting their unmet needs. The relevant Council evidence in relation to the impact of growth strategies
and planned infrastructure is contained in the 2018 HEDNA. Much of the evidence contained within
this report is not disputed. However, the favoured scenario places undue reliance upon the over 60’s
to remain economically active. The alternative scenario utilising OBR rates is considered far more
realistic. This scenario suggests a housing requirement of 355dpa. A housing requirement of 355dpa
remains significantly below recent levels of delivery and it is therefore, whilst not particularly aspirational
it is deliverable. This level of delivery would fit more comfortably with the Government’s emphasis upon
boosting significantly the supply and delivery of housing. It is therefore recommended that Policy S2
be amended to refer to a minimum net requirement of 7,455 dwellings over the Plan period to ensure
this policy is sound. This requirement may need to be uplifted further if Hambleton is called upon to
assist in meeting any unmet need from neighbouring York.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The 2018 HEDNA suggests that there is an Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) of 315 dwellings per
annum (dpa) or 6,615 homes over the Plan period. This is the figure that the Council has chosen to
use as the housing requirement within the Publication Draft and is over and above the figure identified
within the Local Housing Need set out by the national Standard Methodology (Planning Practice
Guidance Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 2a-004-20190220, Revision date: 20 02 2019). Despite this
we note that, whilst the Standard Method identifies a minimum annual housing need figure, it does not
produce a housing requirement figure and does not take into consideration economic growth. The
Hambleton Economic Strategy 2014-24 seeks to create 3000 jobs over the 10 year period. It is noted
that the Economic Led Housing Need as set out in the HEDNA suggests that the Cambridge
Econometrics (CE) August 2017 forecasts result in an employment growth of 165 jobs per annum over
the period 2016-2035. This is below the level sought in the Economic Strategy, indicating that there
may be potential for a further increase in the housing figure to support the Economic Strategy. We
therefore consider it prudent for the Council to increase the housing requirement to provide further
flexibility for the future. Further commentary in relation to this matter is set out within the Representations
on Housing Matters which is included within Appendix 1.[see attached submission] It is therefore
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considered that Policy S2 is not sound as it is not positively prepared or justified. A further increase in
the housing requirement would enable this policy to be considered sound. Given the above, sites such
as our client’s land interest at site refs. S/058/005a and S/058/006a could assist with the provision of
additional land residential development and should therefore be reconsidered.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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The 2018 Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) suggests that there is
an Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) of 315 dwellings per annum (dpa) or 6,615 homes over the Plan
period. This is the figure that the Council has chosen to use as the housing requirement within the
Publication Draft and is over and above the figure identified within the Local Housing Need set out by
the Standard Methodology. Despite this we wish to remind the Council that the Standard Method
identifies a minimum annual housing need figure, it does not produce a housing requirement figure
and does not take into consideration economic growth. The Hambleton Economic Strategy 2014-24
seeks to create 3000 jobs over the 10 year period. It is noted that the Economic Led Housing Need
as set out in the HEDNA suggests that the Cambridge Econometrics (CE) August 2017 forecasts result
in an employment growth of 165 jobs per annum over the period 2016-2035. This is below the level
sought in the Economic Strategy, indicating that there may be potential for a further increase in the
housing figure to support the Economic Strategy. Paragraph 5.7 of Chapter 5: Meeting Hambleton’s
Housing Need of the Publication Draft and the associated table sets out the Council’s residual
requirement for allocations of 4,013 dwellings, highlighting how the Council are extremely reliant on
existing commitments being delivered if the housing requirement is to be met. The Council’s reliance
on 4,013 dwellings being delivered from existing commitments is therefore unsound and not justified.
Within Annex 2 of the Strategic Housing Land Avilability Assessment (SHLAA) 2019 there are sites
identified with no planning permission, sites with only outline planning permission and sites where
there is stated to be no developer. These sites cannot be delivered until there is full planning permission
or a Reserved Matters approval. The Council should provide evidence that these sites are deliverable
as defined in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
if they are to be relied on and included as a commitment. The Council’s inclusion of 4,013 dwellings
cannot be relied on because it is unclear which sites the Council have included as commitments as
there is no table which clearly identifies these sites and the associated 4,013 dwelling total and it is
evident from a review of sites that are thought to be included as commitments within the SHLAA that
the figure is not realistic given the inclusion of allocations without permission, sites where permission
has now expired and sites with only outline planning permission. For the Plan to be positively prepared
and effective, the Council should provide as part of its evidence base a clear list of sites with planning
application references and decision expiry dates to enable an assessment of the committed sites which
are proposed to deliver 4,013 dwellings. This list of sites should form an appendix to the plan. Following
this, an assessment should be undertaken to determine whether there is a realistic prospect of delivery
to ensure these sites can be relied upon otherwise the plan will be ineffective. Given the above we
therefore consider it prudent for the Council to increase the housing requirement to provide further
flexibility for the future. Sites such as our clients land interest could assist with the provision of additional
land residential development.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
MEETING HAMBLETON’S OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING NEEDS Our clients believe there
is a strong case for the identification of additional housing allocations to those currently proposed by
the Council in order to meet Hambleton’s housing needs over the proposed plan period. A Housing
Technical Note has been prepared on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd by Lichfields which has identified
that the Council’s approach to identifying an assessed need of 315 dwellings per annum (dpa) is
flawed. The Technical Note is enclosed alongside these representations. The Technical Note identifies
that there are a number of significant deficiencies in the housing evidence base, and the interpretation
of that work by the Council, which means that it is not soundly based. The enclosed Technical Note
has modelled a number of scenarios to demonstrate the impact of delivering the level of employment
land projected by the Council’s Housing & Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA), and
which was (with an upwards adjustment) taken forward into the Publication Draft Local Plan. The
economic forecasts for Hambleton indicate that, factoring in accelerated household formation rates,
the employment-led figures range from 493 dpa to 509 dpa. Additionally, and in line with the NPPF,
Lichfield’s argue that the Council should revisit its plan period to ensure that there is a minimum period
of 15 years from adoption. Based on a more realistic assumption regarding the timescales for adopting
the Local Plan, it is considered that the plan period should be 2014 – 2037. Thus, it is considered that
the minimum housing requirement to be provided for in the Plan is at least 11,339 dwellings (based
on the bottom end Local Housing Need of 493 dpa), as opposed to the 6,615 currently stated in Policy
S2. It is also considered that the residual housing requirement (i.e. the number of new homes to be
allocated for) has been significantly underestimated as a result of a reliance on commitments which
cannot be demonstrated as deliverable, and the lack of a defined flexibility allowance. Further evidence
of which is provided in the enclosed Technical Note. Accordingly, a range of additional housing sites
need to be identified in the Plan to accommodate at least a further 4,303 dwellings based on a
requirement of 493 dpa, and potentially up to 4,708 dwellings based on the top end of Lichfields’
forecast Local Housing Need for the District. These dwellings should be provided at new allocations
which are distributed amongst the District in accordance with the Settlement Hierarchy. Including the
allocation of sites such as our client’s expanded site option at Bedale Road, Aiskew which represents
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a truly deliverable housing site that can deliver 172 new market and affordable homes within the first
five years of the Local Plan period.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Draft Policy S2 states that provision will be made for the delivery of 77.6 hectares of employment land
and at least 6,615 new homes (made up of both market and affordable tenures) during the Plan period
(2014 – 2035). The latter equates to an annual requirement of 315 dwellings per annum. In order to
robustly test this figure, Lichfields has undertaken its own assessment of housing needs based on the
job growth aspirations of the Local Plan, as set out in the Hambleton Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) (prepared by GL Hearn in June 2018). This assessment
is contained at Annex 1 and provides a detailed response in respect of the overall housing requirement
for Hambleton during the Plan period. In summary, Lichfields’ assessment identifies fundamental
concerns with the approach taken by GL Hearn to define the covering Local Housing Need (LHN),
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such that the housing need identified by draft Policy S2 is considered to be unsound. To address this
in the draft Local Plan, Hambleton District Council should: 1 Revisit the evidence base which underpins
the housing requirement figure of 315 dwellings, taking on board Lichfields’ analysis which sets out
that the Council’s LHN is in the region of 493-509 dpa to 2035. 2 Identify additional housing sites to
meet the significant shortfall in housing need and the higher annual requirement identified as part of
the Lichfields’ analysis of the Council’s housing evidence base. Full details of the assessment can be
found within Annex 1. [See attached representation].
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
1 Revisit the evidence base which underpins the housing requirement figure of 315 dwellings, taking
on board Lichfields’ analysis which sets out that the Council’s LHN is in the region of 493-509 dpa to
2035.2 Identify additional housing sites to meet the significant shortfall in housing need and the higher
annual requirement identified as part of the Lichfields’ analysis of the Council’s housing evidence base.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support the Council's aspiration for growth over the period 2014 to 2035 including 77.6 hectares
of employment land across the District.
Comment by

Mr Simon Smith (1055014)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1010

Response Date

17/09/19 14:15

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 Barber Titleys LPreg19-1010.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The approach with regard to employment land provision is supported and, in particular, the allocation
of more than the minimum HEDNA requirement of 64.3 ha, is supported and welcomed. This will
provide both flexibility of supply to enable land to be provided for inward investment, or to meet the
need for open storage or other uses which require larger sites. The proposed level of employment
land allocation will underpin the future success of the economy of the district by ensuring that it will be
able to respond to any demands or changing needs during the plan period and continue to grow. Policy
S2 is thus considered sound: positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy.
It is also considered to be legally compliant.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs Charles & Shaw (1228982)

Comment ID

LPreg19-775

Response Date

16/09/19 13:33

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-16 Tollerton LPreg19-775_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The 2018 HEDNA suggests that there is an objectively assessed need (OAN) of 315 dwellings per
annum (dpa) or 6,615 homes over the plan period. This is the figure that the Council has chosen to
use as the housing requirement within the Publication Draft and is over and above the figure identified
within the Local Housing Need set out by the national Standard Methodology (Planning Practice
Guidance Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 2a-004-20190220, Revision date: 20 02 2019). Despite this
we note that, whilst the Standard Method identifies a minimum annual housing need figure, it does not
produce a housing requirement figure and does not take into consideration economic growth. The
Hambleton Economic Strategy 2014-24 seeks to create 3,000 jobs over the 10 year period. It is noted
that the Economic Led Housing Need as set out in the HEDNA suggests that the CE forecasts result
in an employment growth of 165 jobs per annum over the period 2016-2035. This is below the level
sought in the Economic Strategy, indicating that there may be potential for a further increase in the
housing figure to support the Economic Strategy. Given the above and the proposed minimum annual
housing need we consider it necessary for the Council to increase the housing requirement to provide
further flexibility for the future, not only to help support economic growth but also to help guard against
any delivery shortfall from current supply and proposed allocations during the plan period. In this we
agree with the Home Builders Federation that the policy should include a 20% buffer of additional
housing allocation land to be included within the plan and identify further sites for housing over and
above those currently indicated. It is therefore considered that Policy S2 is not sound as it is inconsistent
with Planning Practice Guidance, does not constitute positive planning and is not justified. An increase
in the housing requirement would enable this policy to be considered sound. Given the above, sites
such as our client’s land interests could help meet the requirement for additional housing land and
should therefore be considered for housing allocation as the plan progresses to Examination in Public.
Comment by

Mr Wigan (1227691)

Comment ID

LPreg19-677

Response Date

06/09/19 16:32

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-06 Mr Wigan - Raskelf.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy S2 states “In order to meet the Council's aspiration for Hambleton to be a place to grow provision
will be made over the plan period 2014 to 2035 HDC will make provisions for 77.6 hectares of
employment land and 6,615 new dwellings, made up of both market and affordable.” For the reasons
set out below, we object to this housing requirement and consider that it should be increased. It is the
role of a Local Plan to “provide a positive vision of the future of [its] area; a framework for addressing
housing needs and other economic, social and environmental priorities.” (Paragraph 15 NPPF).
Paragraph 60 of the NPPF states “To determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic
policies should be informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method
in national planning guidance […] In addition to the local housing need figure, any needs that cannot
be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in establishing the amount of
housing to be planned for.” The ‘local housing need assessment’ referred to in the NPPF is described
in more detail in the PPG. The local housing need assessment in Hambleton is 226 dwellings per
annum, an uncapped figure calculated using the 2014-based Household Projections(Paragraph: 004
Reference ID: 2a-004-20180913) and the latest (2018) affordable data. Whilst the local housing need
figure should be the starting point for strategic policy-making, the PPG(Paragraph: 010 Reference ID:
2a-010-20180913) states that a higher housing need figure than that derived by the standard
methodology should be considered: Where additional growth above historic trends is likely to or is
planned to occur over the plan period; Where growth strategies are in place, particularly where those
growth strategies identify that additional housing above historic trends is needed to support growth or
funding is in place to promote and facilitate growth; Where strategic infrastructure improvements are
planned that would support new homes; Where an authority has agreed to take on unmet need,
calculated using the standard method, from neighbouring authorities, as set out in a statement of
common ground; and Where previous delivery has exceeded the minimum need identified and this
is indicative of greater housing need. The PPG also states that where a recent SHMA suggests higher
levels of need than those proposed by a strategic policy-making authority, an assessment of lower
need should be justified. There is therefore a number of scenarios or circumstances where the level
of housing need in an area could be higher than the minimum number suggested by the standard
method. One of those is where a growth strategy is in place. It is recognised that the Local Plan’s
identified requirement (315 dpa) is above the Local Housing Need as calculated by the Standard
Method. This is because it responds to the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment
(HEDNA 2018) Adjusted Forecast employment growth scenario of 165 jobs per annum (see paragraph
5.67 of the HEDNA which discusses the ‘Adjusted Forecast’ and table 16 which sets out housing need
implications). As set out in paragraph 3.11 of the LPPD, on the basis of the HEDNA’s Adjusted Forecast
(an additional 165 jobs per year) the HEDNA identifies that the minimum amount of additional
employment land that should be planned for is 64.3ha. However should the Council wish to provide
additional land for open storage uses, reflecting several significant developments over recent years
that could be repeated, or to provide responsive land for inward investment opportunities then 81.4ha
would deliver this and reflects the level of historic completions. Paragraph 3.12 of the LPPD goes on
to state that “The adoption of the higher level of employment land will allow for further choice in the
market and reflect both the Council’s ambitions to grow the local economy, as expressed though its
Economic Strategy, and sub-regional priorities in the Strategic Economic Plan to support growth in
the A1/ A19 corridor.” We support the PDHLP’s objective of pursuing a higher level of economic growth
and the objectives of the Strategic Economic Plan. However, we have concerns that the level of
employment targeted by the LPPD has not been accompanied by a commensurate level of housing
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growth. If, as the LPPD states, 315 dpa is the required level of housing to delivery 165 jobs per annum
and 64.3 ha of employment land delivers 165 jobs per annum, then it is clear that if the LPPD is pursuing
strategic employment land growth of 81.4ha, then this will result in higher employment growth and
higher housing need. Given the importance that the PPG places on ensuring that housing need reflects
‘growth strategies’ then it is important that the Local Plan reflects the increased anticipated employment
growth in the district. The LPPD is therefore unsound as it does not reflect national policy and guidance
and is not justified in terms of its joint pursuit of economic and housing growth.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-815

Response Date

17/09/19 15:11

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 Linton LPreg19-814.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Berkeley DeVeer are broadly supportive of the proposed housing requirement based on the Housing
and Economic Development Needs Assessment (June 2018) (HEDNA) as a basis for calculating the
housing requirement across Hambleton, rather than the National Standardised Methodology which
does not take account of specific local needs and identifies a minimum annual housing need figure; it
does not produce a housing requirement figure. Berkeley DeVeer welcome the flexibility of this policy
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in terms of providing an ‘At least’ requirement. Such an approach is positive and accords with the
NPPF. Berkeley DeVeer consider the provision of 6,615 new homes to be a minimum requirement,
and this policy should demonstrate flexibility to allow additional housing to come forward where in
accordance with other policies within this Local Plan, as well as the NPPF, in order to ensure a
continuous supply of suitable and deliverable housing sites across the District. The current plan allows
for a buffer of approximately 15% based on a Local Plan supply (total commitments and allocations)
of 7,733 and a requirement of 6,615. However, the previous Local Plan for Hambleton was demonstrably
not flexible enough due to the Councils inability to maintain a continuous five year housing land supply
over the Plan period, and so in order for this Local Plan to be deliverable, sufficient flexibility must be
allowed, and the buffer should be increased to 20% over and above the requirement. It is important
that all sites contained within the plan are deliverable over the plan period and provide a range of
development opportunities. The Council’s assumptions on sites in relation to delivery and capacity
should be realistic based on evidence. As well as allocating sites, the continuous supply can be
achieved through the allowance of windfall housing development as set out in Policy HG5, which
Berkeley DeVeer also supports, as discussed in paragraphs 3.33 to 3.35 of this document. In accordance
with the tests outlined in paragraph 35 of the NPPF (2019), in order for this policy to be ‘effective’ in
enabling the Council to maintain a continuous supply of housing through the plan period, additional
sites should be allocated to allow for an increase in the buffer and certainty that the development plan
can be implemented. Berkeley DeVeer consider take the view that further clarification is needed for
this policy to be sound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Messers L & M Faulkner (1049771)

Comment ID

LPreg19-750

Response Date

17/09/19 09:37

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Brafferton Manor Farm_redacted
LPreg19-749.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council through Policy S2 establish a plan period of 21 years from 2014 – 2035. The Framework
provides guidance on the length of Local Plans, with a recommended 15-year period being generally
accepted as appropriate. The Council have an adopted Local Plan, which was produced in 2008,
providing an overarching strategy, development management policies and housing allocations. Whilst
that plan was due to run until 2024 the release of the Framework meant that a number of the Councils
policies were considered to be out of date. A number of reports were written and approved my members
at Cabinet and Full Council seeking to review the previous Local Plan as a result of a number of
out-of-date policies. These policies were confirmed in those reports as Policies CP1, CP2, CP4 and
CP9. These policies all related to the way in which development was considered both inside and
outside defined development limits. The other policies in the Core Strategy were not considered to be
out of date and did not require review, including Policy CP5, which provided the overall level of
development required and an annual housing requirement. The Council therefore recommended a
partial review of the Plan in late 2013 to update these policies, with a view that a new plan would be
produced and adopted within 2 years by 2015. Notwithstanding this, the partial review has changed
over time to result in a full new Local plan being developed to supersede the previous documents.
This consultation on the plan has now formally been released six years from that initial report to Cabinet,
with a further two years likely for adoption. Given the length of time that has passed and the period of
time until the end of the plan period it is considered unsound to back date the plan by five years
(potentially seven from adoption) to overlap with the previous plan period. The Council should amend
the plan period to read 2018-2035 so that the level of housing required in that period is met separately
to that required between 2014-2018 and delivered under the current plan. This backdated plan period
has the result of significantly reducing the level of homes required in the next fifteen years as a result
of the delivery of homes in the last five years. Whilst the plan has been considered for review within
that time period, it has not been reviewed and that period was covered by a relatively recently adopted
Local Plan. The impacts of this approach are considered under Chapter five when considering the
allocation of new homes. The housing requirement is also shown in Policy S2, requiring a minimum
of 6,615 new homes between 2014-2035, with both market and affordable housing required to be
delivered in that figure. The Councils housing requirement is proposed at 315 homes per annum,
including the need for 55 affordable homes. The PPG was recently updated to outline the importance
of meeting the needs of all parties, including affordable homes, older persons accommodation and
specialist housing. The PPG was updated in July 2019 to highlight the need to provide for differing
types of housing, including affordable housing and housing to meet the needs of specific groups. It is
clear from the SHMA that Hambleton has an aging population that has very specific housing needs,
with 68 homes per annum required. The HEDNA however confirms at paragraphs 3.25-3.30 that this
need will simply be met in the 315 homes per annum proposed as they are still C3 homes. Simply
confirming that the requirement will include this need is an inappropriate mechanism to deliver these
homes and clearly shows that no regard has been had to specialist housing requirements in the PPG.
On this basis the housing requirement should be increased to ensure that all needs are met. Our Client
objects to the plan period and the decision to incorporate affordable housing need into the overall
housing target. The approach taken is considered to be unsound and not in accordance with the NPPF
test outline in paragraph 35.
Comment by

Labour Party (Mr Mark White - 1225492)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-529

Response Date

17/09/19 16:59

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 Labour Party LPreg19-324

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We broadly support the Vision and Spatial Strategy as being consistent with the aim of sustainability.
However, the Housing Element of the Plan is seriously deficient in a number of ways and should be
referred back until these deficiencies are addressed. The deficiencies are 1. Documentation. a. The
Plan relies totally on the supporting documents to make the case for its proposals on housing. These
documents are lengthy and highly technical. The primary document, the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment of 2018 is 120 pages long but can’t be understood without reference
to the Strategic Housing Market Assessment of 2016 which is 165 pages long. Both are written in
opaque, jargon ridden, technical language making them inaccessible to the lay consultee. While the
technical justification may be necessary to protect the Council from legal challenges from developers
who can pay for their own technical experts to decode the documents they are not an acceptable basis
for public consultation and debate. The Plan therefore fails to meet the Legal Compliance requirement
to consult the public because it either conceals or cloaks in jargon some of the key points on which it
is required to consult. b. A bridging document should be provided which takes out the relevant key
content from the technical documents, puts it in plain English and clearly sets out the line of reasoning
running from the assessments of need to the policies proposed in the plan. Without this the consultation
exercise is a sham. 2. Population and Migration. a. The assessments of need are based essentially
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on projections and assumptions about the size of the future population which the District should provide
for. This is made up of the net increase of the existing population, through births and deaths, which
can be projected with reasonable confidence, and net migration into the area. However nowhere, in
either the plan or the support documents does it spell out what level of net in-migration the Council is
proposing or what the justification is. This is a serious omission both because the public may have a
view on it and because it has consequences for the housing delivery policies. The level of net migration
which is built into the assessment of need should be explicitly stated. b. It appears that maybe as much
as two thirds of the new housing proposed is to accommodate net in-migration. We have no objection
to in-migration in itself but are calling for specific safeguards relating to it. c. If the in-migrants are
working and continue to work in the areas they moved from significant commuting will result putting
strain on transport infrastructure and working against the sustainability that the Plan claims to support.
This should be identified in the plan as a risk, assessed and mediated if necessary. d. Significant
in-migration could mean that households currently living in the area are less able to access housing
as a result of the operation of the private sector market. This risk should be identified in the plan and
a commitment made to monitor in-migration, assess the impact on the private housing market and
identify any implications for the provision of affordable housing. e. The Plan is Not Positively Prepared
as it does not spell out its assumptions on migration and consequently can’t be judged on whether or
not it deals adequately with it. The level of population the Plan seeks to deal with and the reasons for
it are absolutely fundamental.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Barber Titleys ( Tim Axe - 1027332)

Comment ID

LPreg19-477

Response Date

30/08/19 09:40

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.17

Files

2019-08-30 Axe 1 LPreg 19-477 -479-481-483.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Representation on behalf of Shires Land and Property (Northern) Limited Policy S2: The approach
with regard to employment land provision is supported and, in particular, the allocation of more than
the minimum HEDNA requirement of 64.3 ha is supported and welcomed.This will provide both flexibility
of supply to enable land to be provided for inward investment, or to meet the need for open storage
or other uses which require larger sites. The proposed level of employment land allocation will underpin
the future success of the economy of the district by ensuring that it will be able to respond to any
demands or changing needs during the plan period and continue to grow. Policy S2 is thus considered
sound: positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy. It is also considered
to be legally compliant
Comment by

Shires Land and Property (Northern) Limited (Mr
David Willis - 1225637)

Comment ID

LPreg19-298

Response Date

17/09/19 10:39

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.5

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The approach with regard to employment land provision is supported and, in particular, the allocation
of more than the minimum HEDNA requirement of 64.3 ha is supported and welcomed. This will provide
both flexibility of supply to enable land to be provided for inward investment, or to meet the need for
open storage or other uses which require larger sites. The proposed level of employment land allocation
will underpin the future success of the economy of the district by ensuring that it will be able to respond
to any demands or changing needs during the plan period and continue to grow. Policy S2 is thus
considered sound: positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy. It is also
considered to be legally compliant.
Comment by

Mr Simon Smith (1225636)

Comment ID

LPreg19-301

Response Date

17/09/19 10:44

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.5

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The approach with regard to employment land provision is supported and, in particular, the allocation
of more than the minimum HEDNA requirement of 64.3 ha, is supported and welcomed. This will
provide both flexibility of supply to enable land to be provided for inward investment, or to meet the
need for open storage or other uses which require larger sites. The proposed level of employment
land allocation will underpin the future success of the economy of the district by ensuring that it will be
able to respond to any demands or changing needs during the plan period and continue to grow. Policy
S2 is thus considered sound: positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy.
It is also considered to be legally compliant.
Comment by

Mrs Jo Sawyer (1225501)

Comment ID

LPreg19-363

Response Date

16/09/19 16:21

Consultation Point

S 2 Strategic Development Needs (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.8

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I would like to raise my objections to the local plan proposed by Hambleton Council. The plan is not
legally compliant not sound The plan does not have Legal compliance as 1. There has been a failure
to consider the views of residents received during the consultation in 2017. The comments from the
consultation were not made available until mid August 2019. 2. There has been a failure to communicate
with residents. There has not been direct communication with the residents affected by LEB3 by the
council. There has been no publicity on their website until only one prior to the end of the period for
Local Plan representations. 3. There has been a failure to be open and transparent. For example, the
report on the assessment of land to the west side of the A1 has only been received by a local resident
last week. This is 2 1/2 years after it was written and available to the Hambleton cabinet members.
The Local Plan is not sound 1. There has been a failure to calculate the required amount of housing
correctly. The amount of land previously allocated to housing is more than required to meet the figures
in the Local Plan. 2. There has been a failure to take into account the employment conditions in
Hambleton. Current unemployment is 3.1% and below the national average. Local employers struggle
to find local staff and have them transported from further afield. The types of jobs available do not pay
well. The proposed LEB3 industrial estate would likely continue these low paid roles. 3. There is a
failure to consider the detrimental impact on the community. Leeming Bar is a desirable place to live,
and surrounding the village on three sides with industry will directly affect several hundred residents.
4. There is a failure to appreciate the long term losses on agricultural land, habitats and ecosystems.
Although the land isn’t a SSSI, loss of green belt land cannot and will not be replaced. I hope that the
Local Plan will be rejected and when the council reconsider their approach, that LEB3 will be removed
from their consideration
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-676

Response Date

11/09/19 16:32

Consultation Point

3.15 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 18a
LPreg19-657.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.13 Paragraph 3.15 states that in planning to meet the housing requirement, it is necessary to take
into account known sources of supply which includes completions and commitments. It is advised that
sufficient sites have been allocated to meet the net requirements, to provide additional flexibility in line
with the spatial distribution set out below and to address other housing needs. 2.14 We object to the
quantum of housing commitments the Council is relying on to come forward. These sites should be
assessed in relation to the realism of their deliverability. Our full objection in relation to this matter is
set out in response to paragraph 5.6 (completions) and paragraph 5.7 (residual requirement for
allocation).
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-703

Response Date

11/09/19 09:57

Consultation Point

3.15 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 044 059.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.13 Paragraph 3.15 states that in planning to meet the housing requirement, it is necessary to take
into account known sources of supply which includes completions and commitments. It is advised that
sufficient sites have been allocated to meet the net requirements, to provide additional flexibility in line
with the spatial distribution set out below and to address other housing needs. 2.14 We object to the
quantum of housing commitments the Council is relying on to come forward. These sites should be
assessed in relation to the realism of their deliverability. Our full objection in relation to this matter is
set out in response to paragraph 5.6 (completions) and paragraph 5.7 (residual requirement for
allocation).
Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1051

Response Date

17/09/19 11:33

Consultation Point

3.23 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
4.5.1 Gladman consider that there is need for the insertion of a policy which commits to review the
Local Plan. This the interests of ensuring an effective and up-to-date development plan over the
remaining plan period. 4.5.2 It is a legal requirement to ensure that Local Plans are reviewed at least
every five years6. The 2019 NPPF confirms this outlining the need for such reviews to consider any
changing circumstances7. PPG sets out the process for conducting such reviews8. 4.5.3 Gladman
consider that a review of the Local Plan is necessary where; there is evidence of persistent reductions
in housing completion rates below the housing requirement; the absence of a five-year supply; a
request to meet unmet housing needs from a neighbouring authority; and changing social, economic
or environmental conditions circumstance which depart significantly from those informing the policies
of the Local Plan. 4.5.4 A policy setting out the requirement for a review should clearly establish the
timescales for the completion of such a review. Realistic but challenging timescales set for the
commencement to completion should be set out to ensure the efficiency of the process. It should also
establish what occurs should the review not be completed within this timescale.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
4.5.5 Reflecting on the above, Gladman has submitted the wording below to be applied in governing
the circumstances and timescales for a Local Plan review. The wording of the policy closely reflects
the policy review mechanism which has been found sound and is implemented through the adopted
Oadby and Wigston Local Plan (see Policy 47). “Policy S8: Review of the Hambleton Local Plan
Hambleton District Council is committed to meet its requirements for housing, employment, other
development, and infrastructure. The Council will regularly monitor the delivery of new development
in the context of policies and targets within this Plan.The Council will commence a full or partial review
in any one or more of the following circumstances:• No later than 5 years from adoption of this Local
Plan, and/or• Where monitoring targets as set out in Appendix A of this Local Plan, identify significant
and/or persistent shortfalls in the delivery of housing, employment, other development, and/or
infrastructure that deviates significantly from the Plan strategy, and/or• Where a neighbouring local
authority submits a formal request to meet robustly identified unmet development needs which cannot
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be accommodated or deviates significantly from the Plan strategy, and/or• Should social, economic,
or environmental conditions experienced within the District, subregionally, or nationally change
significantly from those which inform the adopted Local Plan and deviate significantly from the plan
strategy.Should a full or partial review be triggered by any of the above, the Council will commence
the review (defined as being publication of an invitation to make representations in accordance with
Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012) within
6 months. Once the review has commenced, the Council will submit the Plan Review to the Planning
Inspectorate for Examination within a further 24 months of the date of commencement of the review.
In the event that the Council does not meet this timescale, the parts of the Plan that are under review
will be deemed out of date, if not already deemed out of date by virtue of national policy.”

Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)

Comment ID

LPreg19-890

Response Date

17/09/19 14:38

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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Policy S3 Spatial Distribution 4.2.1 Policy S3 defines how the future growth needs of Hambleton are
to be met across the District. To an extent, Policy S3 rolls forward the spatial strategy set out in the
adopted Local Plan, with the five main towns being the principle location for future growth. There are
however a number of key differences to the current spatial strategy set out in the publication Local
Plan, which Gladman support wholeheartedly. 4.2.2 The first of these changes is the emphasis placed
on the A1 and A19 corridors as locations for growth over the plan period. This strategy makes use of
two key transportation links in the region, important for fostering the economic growth potential of the
District. In particular, Gladman is supportive of the role that Bedale with Aiskew fulfils as part of this
strategy. 4.2.3 The second is the removal of the policy of restraint previously implemented for
development in the Stokesley sub-area in response to safeguarding regeneration objectives of the
Tees Valley. This strategy reflected the long since revoked policies of the Yorkshire and Humber RSS
and is not in common with the policies of the NPPF which seeks to support the delivery of sustainable
growth. Stokesley fulfils an important role for its hinterland. The town is in need of further growth over
the plan period in order to maintain its position in the settlement hierarchy and address local issues
such as house price affordability and affordable housing need. 4.2.4 The third and final change, is the
greater support outlined within the spatial strategy towards growth in the rural areas of the District.
This brings the spatial strategy into alignment with the approach of the NPPF which seeks to protect
and develop the vitality and vibrancy of rural services and facilities and aims to meet rural housing
needs. 4.2.5 In terms of the settlement hierarchy, Gladman support the retained position of Stokesley
and Bedale with Aiskew as market towns, sitting jointly atop of the settlement hierarchy with
Northallerton, Thirsk and Easingwold. The inclusion of Stokesley and Bedale with Aiskew in this tier
recognises the size of these settlements relative to those beyond the five towns, and the important
roles each settlement plays in their wider and largely rural hinterlands as hubs for services and facilities.
Areas of Concern Distribution of Housing Need 4.2.6 Policy S3 sets out in the broadest terms how
development will be met within the plan period. The policy confirms that the majority of growth will be
delivered in Northallerton and Thirsk, as well as the other market towns of Bedale, Stokesley and
Easingwold. Limited development to take place at identified rural communities. 4.2.7 Despite the title
of the policy, Policy S3 of the Local Plan lacks any quantitative distribution of housing and employment
needs amongst identified tiers or settlements in the District. It is therefore unclear on what basis the
allocations set out in Chapter 5 of the Local Plan have been made, meaning that Gladman is unable
to conclude whether the Local Plan is sufficiently justified taking into account commitments and
completions. 4.2.8 Gladman also consider the absence of such distribution to be inconsistent with
national planning policy, in particular Paragraph 20 of the 2019 NPPF. The failure to define the how
needs are to be distributed means it is challenging to conclude whether a development is sustainable
or not. This builds upon the submission made in relation to the soundness of the assessment made
through the SA for the Plan’s selected allocations (see Section 3.2 of this representation). 4.2.9 Gladman
considers that the absence of a more detailed distribution particularly harmful to the effectiveness of
the Local Plan in achieving objectives for these areas and to deliver the spatial approach set out in
Policy S3. The approach adopted reduces the effectiveness of other policies of the Local Plan. The
lack of a distribution within the District provides for reduced clarity and certainty for decision makers,
applicants and the community alike (for example should a site fail to come forward it is unclear where
this should be replaced) and fails to assist the Neighbourhood Plan preparation process (in common
with Paragraphs 65/66 of the 2019 NPPF). 4.2.10 In response, Gladman request that the Council
confirm what the desired pattern of delivery is.The distribution would need to reflect the spatial approach
listed in parts a to f of the policy and provide for a sustainable pattern of development. Gladman submit
a suggested approach to this distribution in Figure 1 below and overleaf. Figure 1: Suggested Distribution
of Housing Needs in Hambleton “The delivery of the minimum housing requirement of 6,615 dwellings
will be distributed as follows: Main Towns (collectively): 80% (at least 5,300 dwellings) distributed as
follows: Northallerton with Romanby: 38% (a minimum of 2,000 dwellings) Thirsk with Sowerby: 19%
(a minimum of 1,000 dwellings) Bedale with Aiskew: 15% (a minimum of 800 dwellings) Easingwold:
14% (a minimum of 750 dwellings) Stokesley: 14% (a minimum of 750 dwellings) Service Villages
(collectively): 12.5% (a minimum of 825 dwellings) Secondary Villages (collectively): 7.5% (a minimum
of 500 dwellings) Rural areas and other villages (collectively): Windfall (of up to around 300 dwellings)”
4.2.11 The above position reflects the housing need position as calculated for the plan period set by
the Council. Applying Gladman’s conclusions as set out in Section 4.1 of these representations, the
housing requirement for the Local Plan would reduce to 5,355 dwellings, reflecting the shorter and
altered plan period of 2019 to 2036. Gladman consider that this growth should be distributed in the
same way as outlined in Figure 1 above The application of the above proposed distribution for housing
is considered by Gladman to achieve the following key aspects: • Recognises the prominent role played
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by Northallerton in the District as the main location for services, facilities and employment with town
accommodating double of the next largest settlement Thirsk. The higher level of growth also responds
to the opportunities provided by the County Council’s aspiration to develop a north south by-pass of
Northallerton; • Reflects the strategic location of Thirsk at the A19 and close to the A1. The economic
role of the town as the second settlement of the District and its wide range of services and facilities;
Reflects the strategic location of Bedale at the A1 corridor, and the opportunity provided in this location
for corridors for fostering economic growth over the plan period; • Protects the roles fulfilled by Stokesley
and Easingwold in the northern and southern parts of the District respectively, responding to localised
affordability issues, and reflects a relaxed position in terms of constraint to development as previously
implemented by the Core Strategy; and • Seeks to support the sustainability of sustainable rural areas,
helping to maintain existing local services, and address local housing needs in alignment with national
planning policy. 4.2.13 It should be noted that the percentages defined above closely reflect those
applied for the sub-area approach which was adopted for the spatial strategy through the Core Strategy.
4.2.14For settlements outside the main towns, Gladman estimate that the spatial pattern identified
above would require around 50 dwellings to be accommodate in each settlement identified within
theService Village tier, and around 20 dwellings in each settlement identified within the secondary
village tier. Gladman consider this baseline position a good starting point for rural communities to seek
to engage in Neighbourhood Plan making to achieve local ambitions and objectives through planning
for growth which could be exceeded where justified Beyond the service villages and secondary villages
no direct allowance is made through the proposed approach recognising the general policy of restraint
for development in these areas and the absence of options for sustainable development. Any ad hoc
development permitted would therefore contribute to the housing requirement in addition with a guide
capacity identified to ensure a sustainable spatial pattern of development. Leeming Bar 4.2.16 Policy
S3 confirms that significant housing development will take place at Leeming Bar as a reflection of its
economic development role to support sustainable commuting patterns. The role of Leeming Bar in
the present and future economy is not disputed and is supported. Gladman is however concerned that
the emphasis placed on Leeming Bar as a focus location for housing delivery fails to sufficiently reflect
the settlement’s limited general sustainability as illustrated by its identification as a secondary service
village. This reflects the fact that the settlement experiences relatively few services to meet every day
needs of its residents. At the time of writing Leeming Bar featured a primary school, food store and
bus service. It is accepted by Gladman that development has the potential to improve and perhaps
diversify the range and quality of services available, and indeed some development is required in
Leeming Bar over the plan period to sustain existing services. However, Gladman do not believe that
the proposed amount of development would be sufficient for services to improve to an extent that the
level of development proposed for the settlement is justified by its sustainability. 4.2.18 Leeming Bar
(and its strategic employment area) is located near to Bedale with Aiskew which is identified as a Main
Town in the settlement hierarchy. Bedale with Aiskew benefits from a good range of day to day services
including food shops, a pharmacy, post office, a bank, a library, doctors surgery, nurseries, primary
school, secondary school, and leisure centre and functions as the main service centre for a wide rural
hinterland which includes Leeming Bar. Residents in Leeming Bar would likely travel for many services
located in Bedale with Aiskew or perhaps further afield in Northallerton. The policy of focusing growth
to Leeming Bar as set out in Policy S3 therefore is likely to promote the need for travel given the limited
range and quality of essential daily services available within the settlement. The Council’s aim of
aligning the development of employment land with housing land is acknowledged but this must be
balanced with the need to access wider services and should take into account the fact that not
necessarily everyone who buys a house in Leeming Bar will necessarily work there, especially given
the accessibility of the settlement by car to the A1(M). Gladman therefore consider that the emphasis
of Policy S3 should be altered to provide a greater focus of development at Bedale with Aiskew rather
than Leeming Bar, recognising the accessibility of Bedale with Aiskew to jobs located at Leeming Bar
as well as the its role as a hub for services and facilities within the District. To achieve this Gladman
consider that the word “significant” should be removed from Policy S3 when referring to the amount
of housing development to be allocated at Leeming Bar
Comment by

Mr B Tweddle (1229016)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1042

Response Date

17/09/19 10:34
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Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 East Cowton_redacted LPreg19-796.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council previously consulted on an Issues and Options version of the plan, considering a series
of options for the spatial distribution of new homes, considering the most appropriate strategy for the
distribution of new homes. This approach is considered appropriate and central to a plan led system.
The production of a plan should look to pro-actively deliver homes in accordance with a strategic
approach. Firstly, this should consider the level of homes, then apply a strategic approach to how they
should be distributed and finally allocate the land to deliver that strategy. Policy S3 seeks to do this
with a hierarchy of locations, Northallerton and Thirsk being the priority, followed by a series of market
towns and identified rural communities. The Policy confirms that in the smaller settlements and those
with commitments there will be no homes allocated. The lack of allocations and significant reliance on
allocations from the Local Plan and commitments is considered to be a significant issue with the plan
and renders it unsound. The plan does not highlight the level of homes in each settlement or the level
of affordable homes. In terms of east Cowton and the other Service Villages, there is no target level
of homes to be delivered, simply a reliance on previous allocations and approvals. East Cowton is
considered to be relatively unique in that it is underdelivered against the adopted Core Strategy
requirement as the historic allocation in the village has not come forward, meaning it has failed to grow
as intended. The Council are making no attempt to rectify this past under delivery by providing new
allocations, they are simply relying on one committed scheme delivering a single house and the previous
allocation, which would only make up the current shortfall, rather than contributing to the future growth
needs of the settlement. This approach is unacceptable and is not considered to be sound and our

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 163

Client objects to the Council’s approach. The retained allocation N4 is simply an old allocation never
delivered and unlikely to do so. The policy confirms that limited development will be allowed in service
villages and secondary villages to meet affordable housing requirements and to ensure they continue
to be supported. However, the policy then confirms that in settlements that have existing commitments
no further allocations will be sought in small villages and as such no strategically planned affordable
homes. The deletion of any allocations in settlements such as East Cowton, including Our Clients land
would result in their affordable and specialist needs not being met in the plan period. The settlement
hierarchy is considered a sound process in establishing a strategic framework and the settlements are
listed accordingly. However, the remainder of the plan and its delivery of new homes does not fit with
this approach. The spatial distribution hereafter is led by the existing supply of homes that the Council
have approved. The plan does not provide any details on the level of homes to each level of the
hierarchy or the amount of affordable homes that the plan is to provide. The Key Diagram highlights
the level of homes to be allocated in each level of the hierarchy, however this solely considers allocations
and has no regard to commitments and the overall distribution in the plan. The plans establish an
approach; however, it then simply lists the existing approvals, with no regard to the strategy. On this
basis the plan is considered unsound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Easingwold Town Council (Mrs J Bentley - 1025359)

Comment ID

LPreg19-770

Response Date

17/09/19 12:26

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 Easingwold Town Council
LPreg19-656_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 164

Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We note that Easingwold is identified as a Market Town in the Settlement Hierarchy as set out in policy
S3 'Spatial Distribution'. We agree that the town has a wide range of businesses, retail uses, schools,
employment and medical services. ETC will engage fully to assure that Easingwold fulfils its role as a
service and resource centre to: - The Service Villages of Brafferton/ Helperby, Huby, Husthwaite,
Linton on Ouse and Stillington - The Secondary Villages of; Alne, Crayke, Raskelf, Shipton, Sutton on
the Forest and Tollerton; and - The Small Villages of; Aldwark, Alne Station, Brandsby, Farlington,
Flawith,Myton-on-Swale, Newton-on-Ouse, Oulston, Skewsby, Stearsby, Tholthorpe, Thormanby,
Whenby and Yearsley. We have already expressed our concern that inadequate investment and
support is being provided to help Easingwold cope with the impact of its growth on the infrastructure,
along with the changing needs of the population, and the growing lack of public transport for people
in our associated villages to reach Easingwold. How can Easingwold be designated a Service Centre
if many village residents have little access to it? Market Towns: ETC agrees fully that the market town
centres play an important role in the district's economy by providing a focus for retail and leisure uses.
It welcomes policies EG3 Town Centre Retail & Leisure Provision; EG4 ‘Management of Town Centres’
and EG5 ‘Vibrant Market Towns’. However, it feels that within the draft Local Plan too much of the
development and resource is focussed socially on Thirsk and especially Northallerton and industrially
on Dalton and Leeming Bar to the detriment of the needs of the other more distant market towns.
Comment by

Mr Graham Banks (1226489)

Comment ID

LPreg19-622

Response Date

13/09/19 15:26

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-13 - Graham Banks - Hambleton Local Plan
- Publication Draft - Representation_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
1. There is no housing need for this allocation: The objectively assessed housing need detailed in the
GL Hearn HEDNA of June 2018 arrives at the very high housing need figure of 315 dpa (2014-35) in
response to forecast employment growth. This is used as the housing target in the Plan in Policy S2
(with at least 6,615 homes 2014-35). This figure of 315 dpa is 34% above their highest demographic
conclusions and 106% above the starting point of demographic projections. Para 1.16 of their report
says “ In these circumstances it would be difficult to justify a further uplift to address market signals or
affordable housing need. Indeed the affordable housing need would only equate to 17.5% economic
need.” Para 6.7 of the Plan calculates the residual requirement for allocation in the Plan at a mere 466
homes, due to the high level of completions and more importantly commitments (even allowing for
10% non-implementation on small sites). It takes no account of windfall sites across the Plan Area
which will come forward over the remaining 17 years, adding further to the supply (para 3.26). In South
Otterington planning permission has most notably been granted/minded to be granted recently on two
significant brownfield sites, yet to be developed and including affordable housing: Walker’s Garage 9 dws and Porch House - 9 dws. A rural exception site could also be brought forward to meet any
further identified local affordable housing needs if necessary (including on part of site SOT1, if the
allocation was deleted). Policy HG1 allocates sites for housing to provide a total of 1,584 homes, which
is massively over-providing housing in the District, compared with the figure of only 466 homes in
Policy S2. Indeed the urban sites alone would more than double meet the need (providing 1,175 dws)
The site for approx. 40 dws (Para 9.2 – “conservative estimate”) at South Otterington therefore does
not need to be allocated to meet housing need by 2035. 2. It is not in accordance with a spatial strategy
designed to deliver sustainable development: Policy S3 seeks to focus growth in the higher order
towns and villages and within the central transport corridor. Also under criterion d) it refers to “identified
rural communities, where limited development will be supported to help address affordable housing
requirements and where development can support social and economic sustainability”. Para 3.27 goes
on to say “limited development will be located in service villages and secondary villages where there
are a good range of services and facilities to support the level of growth proposed”. I argue that this
is not necessary, given the existing level of commitments and completions compared with the overall
need. Under the heading ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ the Plan states that “Development will be supported
in settlements in the settlement hierarchy that is proportionate to the size of the settlement and its level
in the hierarchy”. This proportionality is clearly not the case with respect to the small village of South
Otterington, which is deemed a secondary village despite its poor services and facilities (no shop,
minimal public transport and places of employment). South Otterington is the only Secondary village
in the Thirsk area to be given a housing allocation and only two others are in total. I can perhaps see
a case could be made for Leeming Bar which has good services and an employment allocation. South
Otterington has no commensurate employment allocation and residents travel by private car to work,
shops, etc thereby adding to air pollution and is clearly unsustainable. The allocation for housing in
South Otterington will not improve this situation but worsen it, which is not in accordance with national
planning policy. It does not reduce the need to travel but increases it. Dalton has a huge employment
allocation (25 ha), yet surprisingly no housing allocation, nor at nearby Topcliffe (a Service Village with
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good services and facilities and Alanbrooke Business Park nearby). Clearly these locations would be
preferable to South Otterington in delivering sustainable development.They lie on a key central transport
corridor, unlike South Otterington which doesn’t. Para 3.41 justification is not satisfied with respect to
South Otterington- ie public transport, range of services and facilities, job opportunities, central transport
corridor. It is notable that all the Service Village allocations are smaller than that in South Otterington,
except Carlton Miniott on the edge of Thirsk (55 dws). This is contrary to the strategic approach and
puts too much housing in South Otterington. Para 3.35 attempts to justify the allocation of small sites
in response to the national policy expectation that “at least 10% of housing development needs will
be met from sites of 1 ha or less”. This is not achieved and the site of 1.53 ha at South Otterington
does not satisfy this goal either. 3. It is environmentally unacceptable and undesirable: The site is
greenfield and in productive agricultural use and constitutes an attractive greenspace on the edge of
the village. Furthermore, it would result in the loss of countryside which makes a significant contribution
to the open rural character and setting of the village. The LUC Landscape Character Assessment and
Sensitivity Study (No Settlement Character Study undertaken), in referring to the Swale Lowlands area
in para 5.137, notes a key sensitivity with new development, and particularly housing, being the local
erosion of rurality. A well used and open natured public footpath passes across the southern side of
the field, which is particularly ideal for dog walking. The recreation and visual amenity value and public
safety of this public right of way would be harmed by close enclosure by houses, with the pathway no
doubt narrowed to an alleyway behind houses, as it is behind the houses to the immediate west. The
site is also a local heritage asset, forming part of a remaining well preserved ridge and furrow field
system. This historical landscape and archaeological potential would be completely lost by building
40 (plus) new homes on the site. The Development Requirements under the Heritage heading flag up
the importance of this site, but do not show how adverse effects would be addressed. The Landscaping
requirements refer to needing to screen views of the site from the south, recognising the potential
wider visual intrusion. Habitats would also suffer from adverse impacts of development and part of the
site is admitted to be vulnerable to surface water flooding. The vehicular access proposed off Beechfield
will add to traffic problems around its junction with the Newby Wiske road immediately outside the
primary school. Here there is severe congestion and highway/child safety problems at school start and
finish times with parents’ cars parked along the roadsides. There is no available public transport service
to the site (although rather surprisingly this does not feature under para 9.2 Development Requirements
– Access and Highways). There are clearly no over-riding site specific environmental factors which
would justify the allocation of this relatively large greenfield site in the countryside. For the above
reasons I request that Site SOT1: Beechfield, South Otterington be deleted from the Local Plan and
Policies Map.
Comment by

Mr Nicholas Lee (1225638)

Comment ID

LPreg19-353

Response Date

17/09/19 16:59

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Authority has inappropriately designated Great Broughton as a Service Village. Since an earlier
designation the village has lost its only place of worship, two shops and a post office. Under the
Authority's own guidelines Great Broughton does not have sufficient assessment points to designate
it as a Service Village. A score of 18 would cause a designation as a Secondary Village. In my view
the private sports club, school and nursery are clearly shared with Kirkby - hence the names Kirby and
Great Broughton School and Greta Broughton and Kirkby Sports Club - therefore the assessment
points should be shared between Kirkby and Great Broughton.This would leave both villages designated
appropriately as Small Villages.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Re-assess Great Broughton's village designation appropriately as 'Small Village'
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Comment by

Great and Little Broughton Parish Council (Miss
Louise Halliwell - 1032515)

Comment ID

LPreg19-188

Response Date

28/08/19 12:15

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.7

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This representation is made by Great and Little Broughton Parish Council. GREAT AND LITTLE
BROUGHTON PARISH COUNCIL REPRESENTATION RELATING TO GREAT BROUGHTON BEING
INCORRECTLY DESIGNATED AS A SERVICE VILLAGE IN THE LOCAL PLAN. SUMMARY During
the preparation of the Local Plan the District Council have adopted a scoring system to determine the
Settlement Hierarchy. This states that Service Villages must have a score of 28 points and above.
Under this scoring system Great Broughton has a score of only 18 points. It therefore falls a long way
short of being a Service village. DISTRICT COUNCIL METHODOLOGY In 2017, the District Council
set out the criteria for their Rural Settlement Hierarchy in their Report “Audit of Village Services & Rural
Settlement Hierarchy Report March 2017” The Report updated the 2014 audit of village services report
and stated as any changes to the Settlement Hierarchy may affect the spatial distribution of new
development in the new Local Plan this was the reason for updating the audit”. The Report set out a
slightly amended scoring system but repeated that Service Villages must have 28 points and above.
PARISH COUNCIL CONSULTATION During the consultation period on the preparation of the Local
Plan the Parish Council submitted a detailed case giving the reasons why Great Broughton should no
longer be designated as a Service Village notwithstanding that, at that time, it scored over 28 points.
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However circumstances changed with the closure of a local shop and post office and a supplementary
report (with the original report appended) was submitted to the District Council pointing out that its
points score was now only 18. (This is copied below) REPRESENTATION RELATES TO MATTER
OF SOUNDNESS AND LEGAL COMPLIANCE In so far as it relates to this matter, it is considered the
Plan is unsound in that it has not been positively prepared as it does not provide a strategy to meet
the area’s objectively assessed needs or one based on proportionate evidence. Again relating to this
matter, it is considered that the Plan is not legally compliant in that consultation has not been carried
out in accordance with the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement and that the requirements
of the Duty to Cooperate have not been met. Certainly the District Council have not entered into any
dialogue whatsoever with the Parish Council in responding to the consultation in this matter.
SUPPLEMENTARY DOCUMENT GREAT AND LITTLE BROUGHTON PARISH COUNCIL LOCAL
PLAN CONSULTATION Case for reclassification of Great Broughton From “Service Village” to “Other
Village” Supplementary Updated Information Introduction As part of the Consultation on the proposed
Local Plan, the Parish Council submitted a document (copy attached as Appendix 1) setting out the
case for Great Broughton to be reclassified as “Other Village” rather than as a “Service Village”. At
that time it was acknowledged that applying the points system adopted by the District Council, the
Parish had above 28 points which made it fall, prima facie, in the Service Village category. However
the submission pointed out some of the facilities were outside the main settlement, midway between
Great Broughton and Kirkby, and provided joint facilities for both villages. Kirkby is correctly classified
as “Other Village” and would still be so classified if it were to share the points for these joint facilities.
Substantial Reduction in Village Facilities. Since that submission the food shop, post office and other
shop have permanently closed. The total points for facilities in the Parish are now 18 which means
that it can no longer be regarded as a Service Village and it is imperative that that is recognised as a
matter of urgency. PUBLIC HOUSE 2 PLAYGROUP/NURSERY 3 PRIMARY SCHOOL 8 PUBLIC
HALL 2 SPORTS GROUND 1 CHILDRENS PLAY AREA 1 BUS SERVICE AT OTHER TIMES 1
TOTAL 18 The Primary School, Nursery, Children’s Play Area and Sports Club are joint facilities with
Kirkby. If the points for these facilities are shared between the two villages then Great Broughton has
11.5 points which leads to a classification as “Other Village”. APPENDIX 1 GREAT AND LITTLE
BROUGHTON PARISH COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN CONSULTAION Case for reclassification of Great
Broughton from “Service Village” to “Other Settlement” Introduction The Parish Council consider that
the designation of Great Broughton as a “Service Village” is no longer appropriate. They consider that
the audit of facilities by the District Council has been too simplistic and fails to recognise: 1. The actual
level of facilities in the village. 2. That the provision of some facilities are shared facilities for two villages
3. The location of the Village on the edge of the National Park and its similarities and relationship to
similar villages on the Park’s fringe. Village Facilities The Village has a Village Hall in a former Chapel.
However the Hall is on a busy corner by a mini roundabout in the Village and lacks any car parking or
outside space. There is a “food shop”. However this only has a limited availability of dried goods in a
small space in a tiny shop area; it does not have fresh produce or freezer food. Its hours of opening
are very limited (mornings only except on Friday) and it lives under the constant threat of closure.
There are no religious buildings; the last remaining Methodist Chapel closed last year and is currently
being converted into a residence. There are two public houses. There is a Primary School and a
members only Sports Club in the Parish. These are outside the limits of development of the Village
itself and are in fact joint facilities for Great Broughton and the neighbouring Village of
Kirkby-in-Cleveland (Kirkby). This is exemplified by their names – Kirkby and Great Broughton School
and Great Broughton and Kirkby Sports Club. Shared Facilities Great Broughton and Kirkby are two
distinct and separate villages. However they do share some facilities – the Primary School and the
Sports Club. Until the 1970s there was a primary school in each of the two villages but these were
replaced by one new school on a green field site in the buffer zone between the two villages. The new
school happens to be in Great and Little Broughton Parish but outside the development limits of the
Village. This also is the case in relation to the members only Sports Club. Kirkby is, correctly in our
opinion, designated as an “Other Settlement”. Apart from the shared facilities, it has the same facilities
as Great Broughton except for the tiny shop referred to above. National Park Villages It is recognised
that the Local Plan being prepared by the District Council does not cover the North York National Park.
The National Park Authority are less advanced with their preparation of their Plan but the indications
so far in their documents are that they don’t consider that their villages on the northern boundary of
the Park should attempt to meet the housing requirements of the Stokesley Sub Area. There are a
number of Parishes on the northern edge of the Park. These include Ingleby Greenhow, Great and
Little Broughton, Kirkby, Carlton, Faceby and Swainby. All these Parishes have similar facilities to
Great Broughton and look to Stokesley as their market town. Kirkby and Great Broughton Parishes
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are partly in the National Park but have their main settlements just outside the Park. The other Parishes
have their settlements inside the Park. We recognise that different considerations apply and should
apply regarding the provision of additional housing in the Park. Great Broughton Village is one of the
main gateways into the Park. Indeed it was included in the original proposals for the Park. It is unrealistic
not to apply the same considerations to it as apply to its neighbours within the Park. The Other Service
Villages Great Broughton is the smallest of the three villages in the Stokesley Sub Area which are
currently designated as “Service Villages”. Great Ayton’s population is almost five times larger than
Great Broughton and has 25 shops including a supermarket and Chemist. It also has a Health Centre,
a Dentists, a petrol garage and a library. In no way can it be considered similar to Great Broughton.
The other village, Hutton Rudby is also larger and has more facilities than Great Broughton. Conclusion
Great Broughton no longer has the level of actual facilities to justify it continuing to be a Service Village.
Special consideration should be given to its position on the edge of the National Park and the same
criteria should be applied to its housing needs as apply to its neighbours just within the Park We
consider that the Local Plan should show the Village as an “Other Settlement” and not as a “Service
Village”.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
By redesignating Great Broughton as an "Other Village"
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Village no longer has the necessary facilities to enable it to support additional residential
development as envisaged as a Service Village.
Comment by

Mr Geoffrey Ablett (1037664)

Comment ID

LPreg19-8

Response Date

16/08/19 16:49

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)
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0.8

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I believe the designation of Great Broughton as a service village is neither "Legally Compliant" or
"Sound" as it does not recognise the District Councils own criteria in assessing the points total for a
service village. I am aware of a number of representations to the District Council not least from Great
Broughton Parish Council on this matter, prior to the publication of the plan, which whilst being
acknowledged within the plan have not changed the designation. In this regard therefore, I do not
believe that the Duty to Cooperate has been complied with either.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
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It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
I believe the changes required to the plan would be the down grading of Great Broughton as a service
village of Stokesley to "other village". I believe this would then reduce the onus on Great Broughton
to be forced to accept an excessive allocation of new housing/ housing development.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Kirkby-in-Cleveland Parish Council (Mrs Mary Frew
- 1027717)

Comment ID

LPreg19-118

Response Date

28/08/19 23:16

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)
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0.5

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
Kirkby-in-Cleveland Parish Council does not consider that this part of the Plan is legally compliant or
sound. Great Broughton continues to be designated as a Service Village, as it is in the current plan,
even though it has lost most of the services that existed when that Plan was developed. It no longer
has a garage, a shop or Post Office and therefore does not accrue the number of points required by
Hambleton District Council's own criteria in order to be designated a service village. This point has
been made by Kirkby-in-Cleveland among others during the consultation and we therefore consider
that it does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate..
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The change of designation for Great Broughton from Service Village to either Secondary Village or
Other Village. This would lessen the pressure for housing development both in Great Broughton but
also in the adjacent village of Kirkby-in-Cleveland with which it is in a cluster, as the designation of
Great Broughton as a Service Village is used to support housing development planning applications
in Kirkby-in-Cleveland when the services no longer exist.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To represent the interests of the residents of the parish of Kirkby-in-Cleveland.
Comment by

Burrill Road Bedale ( - 1229750)

Comment ID

LPreg19-972

Response Date

17/09/19 10:18

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email
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Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 ELG Reps Document Lpreg 19-970.pdf
2019-09-17 ELG_Form_LPreg 19 -970.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client supports the identification of Bedale as a service settlement within the Settlement Hierarchy.
Bedale benefits from a wide range of existing services and facilities including schools, shops and
professional services, public houses and restaurants, churches and bus services. The settlement is
well catered for as a service centre and with good accessibility beyond. Bedale is also very well related
to Leeming Bar, which is situated only 2 miles from Bedale. Policy EG1 Meeting Hambleton's
Employment Requirement identifies Leeming Bar as a key area in which to deliver sustainable economic
growth within the district as part of the emerging Local Plan. The emerging Local Plan is seeking to
develop the role of the A1/A19 Growth Corridor by allocating new strategic employment sites including
‘LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar’. Our client supports the growth of employment in this area.
However, in order to provide certainty of sufficient housing for the increase in people coming into the
area for work reflective of these employment opportunities, additional sites which are suitable, available
and deliverable should be allocated within this Development Plan. Currently, Bedale with Aiskew has
two draft housing allocations within the current draft of the Local Plan, at ‘AIB 2: South of Lyngarth
Farm, Bedale’ and ‘AIB 1: Northeast of Ashgrove, Aiskew’. These allocations provide a combined total
of 145 houses. Given that Bedale is service centre, where there is a recognition that additional growth
to support local services and facilities should be allowed as well as the settlements proximity to Leeming
Bar, our client considers that additional housing should be considered for allocation. The allocation of
our client’s site at Burrill Road for approx. yield of 35-40 units would provide additional housing to
support the services and facilities within this settlement, without detracting from the character of the
place itself, as well as the emerging employment opportunities at Leeming Bar. The contained nature
of the site on the edge of the settlement provides the opportunity to deliver higher grade housing to
appeal to the managerial employment staff and provide a range of housing within Bedale. Such would
minimise the likelihood of cross boundary commuting from the rural areas to the west or given the
location of Leeming Bar upon the A1M as a main transport corridor through the district. The objective
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should be a quantum of housing development to reflect the employment aspirations in this locality.
The proposed allocation is also an edge of settlement location with the extension into open countryside
being greater given the size of that allocation and context – the issue identified in the site selection
methodology deleting our client land has been selectively applied in this regard with no sound basis
to differentiate the two on this basis. In accordance with the tests outlined in paragraph 35 of the NPPF
(2019), this policy is positively prepared to support growth in Service Villages and Secondary Villages,
but not justified, effective or consistent with national policy, specifically paragraph 78 of the NPPF. Our
client therefore considers this policy not to be sound due to the need to build upon this strategic
approach further with additional allocation of land in this sub/market area.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land ( - 1229420)

Comment ID

LPreg19-867

Response Date

17/09/19 16:52

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

Part 1 Litchfields LPreg19-861.PDF

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Spatial Distribution 4.1 This section considers the spatial distribution of the proposed housing allocations
in the District by considering how the distribution aligns with the Settlement Hierarchy, and whether it
is the most appropriate strategy in the context of the available and deliverable sites. Current Strategy
4.2 Draft Policy S3 sets out the Settlement Hierarchy which forms the basis for the development
strategy for Hambleton. The policy states that the focus of growth will be within Northallerton and
Thirsk, along with development in market towns of Bedale, Easingwold, and Stokesley and large
villages commensurate with their size, character and the concentration of services and facilities in
these locations. 4.3 Draft Policy HG1 identifies the proposed allocations which will meet the housing
requirement set out at Policy S2. The proposed allocations total 1,584 dwellings and are located within
market towns, service and secondary villages. The distribution of the allocations is shown in the table
below [see attached submission] 4.4 From a review of Table 4.1 it is clear that the focus of distribution
is within the Market Towns, however it is noted that the Secondary Villages benefit from a greater
apportionment of allocations than the higher order Service Villages. Whilst Taylor Wimpey supports
the concentration of growth within the Market Towns, it is considered that the Council should also seek
to deliver further housing within the Service Villages. 4.5 As set out within Section 2, Taylor Wimpey
considers that the Council’s LHN is higher than that currently planned for within the draft Local Plan.
It is clear that the Council must allocate additional sites to meet the housing need and this should
follow the Settlement Hierarchy, focusing delivery within Market Towns and then the Service Villages.
The Market Towns followed by the Service Villages are the most sustainable locations for growth within
the District. Providing additional allocations in the Market Towns and Service Villages will also address
the imbalance currently identified in Table 4.1. 4.6 Overall, based on the accompanying LHN work, it
is considered that as drafted Policy HG2 does not meet the test of soundness and additional housing
allocations are required to meet the Council’s LHN based on Lichfields analysis. Taylor Wimpey is
promoting a number of sites within sustainable locations which can help address the current shortfall
with sites located in the Market Towns and Service Villages. These are considered within separate
representations.The distribution of additional housing sites should be in accordance with the Settlement
Hierarchy which is set out within draft Policy S3.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Gus Robinson & Karbon Homes (1229381)

Comment ID

LPreg19-848

Response Date

11/09/19 14:01

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-16 - LPreg19-845- Saxty Way Sowerby 11
09 19_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The growth strategy outlined within the plan provides a logical spatial distribution of development
across the settlement hierarchy with most new development directed towards Northallerton and Thirsk
& Sowerby followed by the other Market Towns and then the Service and Secondary Villages. Policy
S3 and the direction of growth to include both Market Towns and Service and Secondary Villages
ensures the Plan is positively prepared and reflects the principles of sustainability outlined in the
National Planning Policy Framework. This includes the positive provisions of paragraph 78 of the
Framework which promotes sustainable development in rural areas in locations where it will enhance
or maintain the vitality of rural communities.Thirsk & Sowerby is one of the larger and more sustainable
settlements and we support its elevated position within the settlement hierarchy identified within Policy
S3. The town has a wide range of businesses, retail uses, schools, employment and medical services
which support a vibrant local community. It is well situated close to the A19 / A168 which ensures good
access to the strategic road network and has good links with Easingwold (located 10 miles to the South
East) and the Sub Regional Centre of York (located approximately 24 miles to the South East). The
supporting policy text robustly recognises that by locating the majority of land for housing in and around
the market towns new homes will be located where there is good access to employment, public
transport, education, retail and leisure facilities to ensure that key sustainability objectives are met.
We therefore support the principles of Policy S3 and the spatial distribution of new housing across the
settlement hierarchy
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Church Commissioners for England ( - 1049922)

Comment ID

LPreg19-944

Response Date

17/09/19 11:29
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Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Form
LPreg19-941
2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Written
Representation

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
With regards to the location of development to meet the district’s housing needs, emerging Policy S3
(‘Spatial Distribution’) identifies that the majority of the provision will be located at Northallerton and
Thirsk, “as well as the other market towns of Bedale, Stokesley and Easingwold”. The Commissioners
believe that Northalleton should be promoted as the principal settlement for housing and that is justified
given that it is, “the largest settlement in Hambleton and the County Town for North Yorkshire“(paragraph
2.2 of the Publication Draft) and “plays a key role in the provision of local facilities”. Whilst the justification
text for the Housing Delivery policy within the Publication Draft (paragraph 5.19) identifies that the
level of draft allocated development directed towards Northallerton and Thirsk “recognises their role
as the two main market towns in the district and their role in the spatial strategy”, this is not is not
clearly reflected within the ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ contained within emerging Policy S3 which categories
all five of the market towns within the same level. As such, in its current wording the emerging policy
is not effective and is therefore unsound. To address this it is considered that it should be amended
to distinguish the importance of Northallerton as a principal market town within the Settlement Hierarchy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Church Commissioners for England have significant landholdings within Hambleton, particularly
around Northallerton.The emerging Local Plan, in particular emerging allocation NOR1 (which currently
contains significant drafting errors), directly impacts upon our Client’s interests. In light of this and in
order to ensure that a sound Plan is prepared, the Commissioner’s wish to take part in future Hearing
sessions.
Comment by

Tanfield Lodge Estate ( - 1049685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-992

Response Date

17/09/19 11:56

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.14

Files

2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Policy sets out the development strategy for Hambleton, to focus growth into the two main towns
of Northallerton and Thirsk, the market towns of Bedale, Easingwold and Stokesley, along with a
number of large villages. In essence this carries forward the policy approach from the 2007 Core
Strategy (CS). West Tanfield is identified as a Second Tier Service Village in the Settlement Hierarchy.
It serves a wide rural catchment part of which is in the adjacent Harrogate District. Such a designation
reflects the role of the settlement and is supported. The settlement hierarchy is a useful starting point
for the distribution of housing, and should be considered as a mechanism to support development
rather than exclude it. Within the Policy justification, the Council recognises that sites have been
identified looking at the Settlement Character Study, Hambleton’s Landscape Character Assessment
and Sensitivity Study of May 2016 and has considered the deliverability of sites in consideration of the
form and character of settlements. It is expected that a number of the sites within the smaller settlements
will meet the National Policy expectation that at least 10% of housing needs will be met on size of 1ha
or less, paragraph 3.36 identifying that the allocation of sites for housing development in serviced
villages will assist the Council in meeting priorities in rural communities, particularly where there has
been little, if any, provision over recent years, in particular where these will support the continued
viability of schools and other important village services and facilities. On this point it is noted that the
St Nicholas Church of England Primary School at West Tanfield is identified as having a potential
shortfall in its school roll of 20 pupils by 2029, a shortfall of around 35%. As such, the further housing
within the village would support this local facility, giving further justification for the proposed site
allocation. Paragraph 3.36 identifies that the Council will support further development in the form of
windfall sites under Policy HG5, which will come forward during the Plan period, thus further
underpinning the sustainability and vitality of rural communities. We suggest in light of the comments
above and the need for flexibility through an increased housing number that there should be a greater
distribution of windfall development into villages such as West Tanfield.
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-956

Response Date

17/09/19 14:23

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 Covering Letter Taylor Wimpey UK ,
Redacted LPreg 19-955 ...pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
At the heart of the Local Plan is a settlement hierarchy essentially carried forward from the 2007 Core
Strategy (CS). CS Policy CP4 sets out a hierarchy of development as the basis for distributing (housing)
growth broadly proportionate to the size of population settlement (2001 Census) and therefore
(simplistically) the distribution of housing need. In particular, we support the designation of Great Ayton
as a Service Village. We consider this remains a valid starting point. Those centres which do or could
provide the highest level of facilities and connectivity and accessibility by public transport should be
the main focus of growth. Parts of the District are subject to various environmental, physical and policy
constraints and designations. In ensuring a sustainable pattern of development it is important these
considerations are taken into account. Nevertheless the hierarchy should be considered on a site by
site basis, rather than as a mechanism to exclude development. We suggest that in light of the
comments above and the need for flexibility through an increased housing number that there should
be a broader distribution in sustainable locations further down the settlement hierarchy, including the
service villages. Given the availability of shops, services and public transport links, it is appropriate
for the service villages, including Great Ayton, to take additional housing sites to provide flexibility and
thus for the Plan to adopt a more balanced approach to spatial distribution, whilst still recognising the
position of the market towns at the top of the settlement hierarchy. This also help to maintain the
position of the service villages also. Sites such as S/058/005a (land east of Easby Lane) and S/058/006a
(land west of Easby Lane) are available, suitable and deliverable and could provide the Council with
further flexibility. Further commentary in relation to this matter is set out within the Part 1 Taylor Wimpey
Representations on Housing Matters prepared by Lichfields. [see attached submission]
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

James Downes Architect (Mr James Downes 1219574)

Comment ID

LPreg19-541

Response Date

02/09/19 11:24

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 182

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-02 - W J Downes LPreg19-541_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I would like to make the following observation. With regard to settlements located close to the boundary
of the district council I have a concern for the assessment of their status. For a settlement to be graded
as a ‘c’ status close to the district boundary where it may be close to a significant neighbour would be
inappropriate. Its contribution in terms of housing and balancing facilities would not be fulfilled if it was
to remain as a ‘c’ status.
Comment by

Adrian Greenwood (1225862)

Comment ID

LPreg19-362

Response Date

12/09/19 15:02

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type
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Version
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Files

2019-09-12 A Greenwood 2 of 2_LPreg19-362
redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Land Adjacent to Danville, Morton on Swale, Northallerton - Ref N/102/002 I write to express my
objections to the proposed allocation of 3.83 hectares of agricultural land for housing development
purposes. In comparison with existing housing in the village it is a very large site and the proposed
development would take place on open countryside with the resultant loss of green fields and open
countryside along with loss of wildlife habitat. The existing amenities and services in the village could
be put under severe strain. Drainage and sewerage are only just adequate at the moment. In my view
any further large scale housing development in Morton on Swale would have an adverse impact on
the nature of the village
Comment by

Daniel Gath Homes (Mr Daniel Gath - 1025314)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1059

Response Date

17/09/19 12:44

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status
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Submission Type

Email

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 Daniel Gath Homes 3_redacted
LPreg19-1009.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The growth strategy outlined within the plan is logical and provides a clear structural hierarchy of where
development will be encouraged within the district over the plan period. The direction of growth beyond
the Market Towns to include Service Villages, such as Stillington, is strongly supported, where new
housing development will help to re-invigorate the village and support and sustain key services and
facilities which are an essential part of a healthy and viable rural community. Policy S3 and the direction
of growth to include Service and Secondary Villages ensures the Plan is positively prepared and reflects
the principles of sustainability outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework. This includes the
positive provisions of paragraph 78 of the Framework which promotes sustainable development in
rural areas in locations where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.The Framework
further requires that planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive,
especially where this will support local services. Stillington is one of the more sustainable Service
Villages within the Hinterland of Easingwold and we support its position within the settlement hierarchy
identified within Policy S3. Stillington lies approximately 5km to the east of Easingwold and is an
attractive and vibrant village, which contains a range of services (including a school, pubs, shop and
a church) within easy reach of the application site. The village also benefits from a regular and frequent
bus service to Easingwold and York. It is therefore a sustainable settlement that can support the
quantum of development to be delivered by the proposed allocated site, without detracting from the
form and character of the area. The supporting policy text robustly recognises that sustainable villages,
such as Stillington, will make an important contribution to meeting the overall housing targets and are
therefore a central component to the overall growth strategy within the district. The level of housing
growth envisaged for the Service Villages is also at a level that that will help deliver a range of housing
that responds to current housing needs and can make a valued contribution towards affordable housing.
We therefore support the principles of Policy S3 and the proposed spatial distribution of new housing
across the settlement hierarchy.
Comment by

Beckwith Knowle Developments ( - 1229727)

Comment ID

LPreg19-966

Response Date

17/09/19 16:25

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)
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Submission Type

Email
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0.8

Files

2019-09-17 Beckwith Knowle Developments Ltd
LPreg19-965 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We are generally supportive of the approach to the distribution of economic development with the
strategic employment sites at Leeming Bar (in the Bedale area), Sowerby Gateway and Dalton Airfield
(in the Thirsk area), being the focus and some employment land provision within Easingwold,
Northallerton and Stokesley to support the role of market towns through allocations.
Comment by

Messrs Thompson (1227275)

Comment ID

LPreg19-737

Response Date

05/09/19 10:47

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-05 Lavingham Planning Consultants.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The growth strategy outlined within the plan is logical and provides a clear structural hierarchy of where
development will be encouraged within the district over the plan period. The direction of growth to
Secondary villages, such as South Otterington, is strongly supported, with housing development in
these locations crucial to support and sustain the services and facilities within these areas. Policy S3
and the direction of growth to service villages is reflective of National Planning Policy. Paragraph 78
of the National Planning Policy Framework states that: To promote sustainable development in rural
areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.
Planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will
support local services. Where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may
support services in a village nearby. South Otterington is one of the most sustainable secondary villages
within the Thirsk Sub Area between Northallerton and Thirsk within the proposed Policy S3’s defined
sustainable settlement hierarchy. South Otterington is positioned within 4.5 miles of the market town
of Northallerton and within 6.4 miles of the market town of Thirsk. The village also benefits from a
public house, village hall, garage, school and church. The settlement is also well connected to public
transport being located on two bus routes; Northallerton to Thirsk (153) and Easingwold to Helmsley
(M5).The supporting policy text robustly recognises that sustainable villages, such as South Otterington,
will make an important contribution to meeting the overall housing targets and are therefore a central
component to the overall growth strategy within the district. It is highlighted that no other land allocations
for residential development are proposed in the area of the district directly south of Northallerton, and
north of Thirsk. This allocated site will deliver the appropriate level of needed residential development
and affordable housing in this area of the district.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
We wish to appear at the Local Plan Examination to ensure that the full case for the allocation of the
land is understood and heard and to provide a subsequent update on the technical and planning
matters that will arise out of the forthcoming planning application preparation. We would also be pleased
to provide further information in support of Allocation SOT1 should the Council deem this necessary
to support their case at the Examination in Public.
Comment by

CPRE ( - 1226618)

Comment ID

LPreg19-735

Response Date

20/08/19 09:28

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-20 CPRE LPreg19-438 451 453 454.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
The settlement hierarchy as proposed is welcomed by CPRENorthYorkshire and is line with national
policy of directing development to main built up areas, ideally brownfield first prior to greenfield
development.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-961

Response Date

17/09/19 15:57

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 Berkeley DeVeer, Darlington Road LPreg 19 -960 _redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support the focus of growth being located within the Northallerton and Thirsk housing market areas
Comment by

Mr Simon Smith (1055014)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1011

Response Date

17/09/19 14:24
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Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 Barber Titleys LPreg19-1010.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The approach to spatial distribution of development is supported. In particular the approach of locating
key employment locations within the central transport corridor in order to provide opportunities for
expansion and inward investment along the strategic (A1/A19) transport corridor is considered to be
sound. The identification of Leeming Bar as a strategic employment site is also welcomed and suitable
for such designation as it lies within the A1 corridor Policy S3 is thus considered sound: positively
prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy. It is also considered to be legally
compliant.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-678

Response Date

11/09/19 16:34

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email
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Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 18a
LPreg19-657.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.15 Policy S3 sets out the development strategy for Hambleton and identifies Northallerton and Thirsk
as the two main towns where growth will be focused. The Market Towns of Bedale, Easingwold and
Stokesley along with the large villages will support growth commensurate with their size, character
and the concentration of services and facilities in these locations and their role in providing services
to residents of other nearby communities. 2.16 The policy states that the majority of housing
development will be met from development located at Northallerton and Thirsk as well as the other
market towns of Bedale, Stokesley and Easingwold, where there is good access to employment, public
transport, education, shopping and leisure facilities and where housing growth will contribute to their
vibrancy. We support this approach in principle
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-704

Response Date

11/09/19 10:01

Consultation Point

S 3: Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9
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Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 044 059.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.15 Policy S3 sets out the development strategy for Hambleton and identifies Northallerton and Thirsk
as the two main towns where growth will be focused. The Market Towns of Bedale, Easingwold and
Stokesley along with the large villages will support growth commensurate with their size, character
and the concentration of services and facilities in these locations and their role in providing services
to residents of other nearby communities. 2.16 The policy states that the majority of housing
development will be met from development located at Northallerton and Thirsk as well as the other
market towns of Bedale, Stokesley and Easingwold, where there is good access to employment, public
transport, education, shopping and leisure facilities and where housing growth will contribute to their
vibrancy. We support this approach in principle.
Comment by

Messrs Shedden Anderton Welch (1049555)

Comment ID

LPreg19-791

Response Date

17/09/19 16:06

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 Spawforths LPreg19-791.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Local Plan through Policy S3 provides the framework for the distribution of development within
the District. At preferred option stage the strategy for distribution, preferred option 4, part 5, identified
the potential for a new settlement, and stated: Where a longer term need is identified for a new
settlement for the wider sub region the Council will work with adjacent authorities through the North
Yorkshire Spatial Framework to consider the merits of this in the latter stages of the Plan Period. This
principle was supported, subject to timescales, by the Consortium. This once preferred approach is
now absent from the Publication Draft, and it is unclear why this is the case. There is only a small
reference within the SA which states that a new settlement was not considered reasonable because
the level of growth was not sufficient to wholly support a new settlement and associated infrastructure.
The Sustainability Appraisal at preferred options stage noted ‘uncertain effects’ against option 5 The
consultation statement indicates that there was some support for a new settlement at Issues and
Options stage. It is unclear from the consultation statement how they have responded to comments
in relation to new settlements made in response to Preferred Option 4. As such there is no explanation
to the change in the preferred approach between Preferred Option Stage and the Publication Draft
Local Plan. Further, the Consortium is concerned that its comments to Preferred Options document
have not been duly considered. The Options Assessment Report – dated October 2016 has now been
made available. This report assesses the options for distribution and informed the Plan. For option 5
a new settlement it notes under Cons that ‘no proposal for a new settlement has been put forward’.
This was not the case. Similarly, the Transport Study undertaken by WSP does not fully reflect the
potential of a new settlement and does not accurately reflect the option. It is assessed as
accommodating the entire districts need and it is not clear what location has been considered. This
affects how the assessments for the new settlement option have been undertaken and the conclusions
drawn. The Consortium put forward the potential for a new settlement at New Parks Estate early in
the Plan making process. The SA at Preferred Options stage and Preferred Options Part 2, refer to
the site but did not make any assessment of it. The Consortium have noted that the New Parks site,
reference E/070/014 has now been assessed in the most recent SA. However the Consortium are
concerned that the assessment does not reflect the nature of the proposal, particularly in relation to
scoring on flood risk, transport connections, economic growth, and facilities. The Consortium consider
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that the evidence relating to new settlements and New Parks estate needs to be reviewed.The approach
to a new settlement within Policy S3 Spatial Distribution should respond to this evidence. At present
the Consortium considers that the approach set out in Policy S3 is not fully justified. On the basis of
evidence presented it appears that the option for a new settlement has therefore only been rejected
due to the level of housing need that has been identified. However, as highlighted in our response to
Policy S2, the Consortium do not consider the identified level of housing need to be sufficient or robust,
nor does it reflect the sub regional economic growth aspirations. The Consortium consider that Policy
S3 should establish the need for a new settlement to meet the development needs, to establish the
framework for meeting longer term sub regional needs, and provide additional flexibility in the plan,
should delivery of currently identified allocations be delayed or to meet higher than presently anticipated
development requirements of York. In its current form the Consortium consider that Policy S3 is not
consistent with national policy or sufficiently justified and consider that the Local Plan is unsound.
Similar to the approach in the Preferred Options Local Plan, the consortium consider that Policy S3
should establish the principle for identifying a new settlement, which is capable of delivery in the later
phases of the Local Plan. The Consortium consider that there is potential for a new settlement which
is scalable over a longer period of time beyond the Plan period. This could: address the anticipated
shortfall in housing provision within the Plan period, meet long term housing needs, provide flexibility
to respond to changing circumstances, meet sub regional aspirations for growth and support the role
of York within the region, benefit Easingwold by alleviating pressure for further growth of the settlement,
and the associated impact on the historic market town, and infrastructure. A new settlement within
Hambleton District to the south would reflect the commitment towards economic and housing growth
which are stated in paragraph 3.28 of the Local Plan: The spatial approach reflects local growth needs
and ambitions, recognising Hambleton’s relationships with neighbouring authorities and its wider
economic role in terms of delivering the investment strategies of York, North York, East Riding and
the Tees Valley Local Enterprise Partnership’s. The need for flexibility within the strategy has been
accepted within the Local Plan, paragraph 3.37 considers that the strategy in Policy S3 needs to be
resilient and cope with changing circumstances, further it states that flexibility is essential to enable
the plan to adapt to changes in National Policy, priorities, economic circumstances, and funding for
infrastructure. The Consortium considers that land to the south of Huby and New Parks Estate is the
most appropriate location for a new settlement. The location would benefit Hambleton and the wider
economy with good linkages to the south and north and the potential for enhanced pubic transport
provision. A new settlement would provide the critical mass for infrastructure improvements through
enhancing the A19 and the potential to improve and enhance bus provision in the area. The new plan
provides the opportunity to attract new investment in house-building and as a result not only deliver
the homes that Hambleton needs but also create thousands of construction jobs and provide
apprenticeships and training programmes, based on a number of outlets for a range of types of
housebuilders. The Framework aims to achieve a more balanced approach to addressing the needs
of the housing market and significantly boost the delivery of homes, and improve affordability. To
achieve this the planning system needs to locate housing development in suitable locations and provide
a flexible, responsive supply of land. Sustainable development is at the heart of the planning system.
Housing and employment need to be located in appropriate and sustainable locations which are
accessible to jobs and key services and infrastructure. The Framework states that plans must be
prepared with the objective of achieving sustainable development and Plans should be consistent with
the principles and policies set out in the Framework, and the presumption in favour of sustainable
development. One aspect of sustainable development is ensuring that there is a sufficient number and
range of homes. A new settlement provides the opportunity to achieve this. In relation to locating
development, the Framework is clear that planning should actively manage patterns of growth, and
that significant development should be focused in locations that are or can be made sustainable, and
limit the need to travel and provide genuine sustainable transport options, paragraph 103. The
Framework supports the provision of new settlements as one of the best mechanisms for delivering
large numbers of new homes (paragraph 72). Furthermore the Local Plan should reflect the Framework’s
focus on deliverability and flexibility. The Consortium supports the local plans identification of a strategy
for dealing with under delivery in paragraphs 3.23 and 3.24. However the Consortium consider that
this should be amended to reflect the need for a revised strategy in Policy S3, as identified above. The
current approach is as follows: 1) Work with partners to overcome constraints and expedite the delivery
of allocated sites; then 2) Work with partners to overcome constraints and expedite the delivery of
alternative sites identified as suitable in the Councils SHLAA; then 3) Review the capacity of sites to
ascertain whether additional development could be delivered within sites already allocated within this
plan; then 4) Commence a partial or full review of the Local Plan as appropriate. The Consortium do
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not consider that this strategy provides sufficient certainty regarding the location of future development.
It is unclear what the alternate sites would be under part 2. The SHLAA 2019 only includes sites that
are allocated under the current Allocations DPD, some of which are no longer considered suitable for
allocation within the Local Plan, or sites with permission. The strategy for dealing with any undersupply
should reflect changes to S 3 considered necessary to make the plan sound. The identification of a
new settlement or indeed a broad location of growth to meet the needs in the later phases of the Plan
and deliver longer term growth, enables a strategy for dealing with under delivery that can still provide
certainty for residents, developers and infrastructure providers in relation to the location of development.
It also establishes the parameters for Plan review if the council cannot demonstrate a five year supply.
Paragraph 3.24 should be revised, in particular part 2 of the strategy should be amended to state work
with partners to bring forward the delivery of the new settlement identified in Policy S3 and on the
Policies Map, to ensure a sufficient supply of sites. The Consortium consider that the strategy does
not reflect LEP or Council Economic Growth ambitions and Hambleton’s interrelationship with York.
The requirement is not justified and does not provide an appropriate strategy that has taken into account
reasonable alternatives based on robust evidence. The Plan in its present form could fail to deliver
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework and is not consistent with
national policy. In these circumstances, the Consortium do not consider the Hambleton Local Plan, in
its current form, to be sound. The Consortium supported the earlier iteration of Policy S3 at the Preferred
Options stage and consider this approach should be included. Such an approach would include the
prospects of a new settlement in Policy S3, which would be capable of meeting the needs of the district
and longer term growth for the sub region and provide flexibility within the Plan. The Consortium will
continue to work with the Council to develop appropriate modifications to the Local Plan
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the Council should:Amend Policy S3 and
the associated explanatory text to identify the principle and strategy and timescales for identifying a
new settlement in the south of the District to deliver the longer term growth needs and ambitions of
the District.Revise the strategy for dealing with under delivery and identify the circumstances when
the development of the new settlement could be brought forward, to provide increased flexibility and
ensure a continuous supply of housing.Review the evidence base to ensure that reasonable alternatives
have been fully considered.

Comment by

Mr & Mrs Charles & Shaw (1228982)

Comment ID

LPreg19-776

Response Date

16/09/19 13:55

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)
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2019-09-16 Tollerton LPreg19-776_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
At the heart of the Local Plan is a settlement hierarchy, essentially carried forward from the 2007 Core
Strategy (CS) and Settlement Hierarchy 2014. CS Policy CP4 sets out a hierarchy of development as
the basis for distributing (housing) growth broadly proportionate to the size of population settlement
(2001 Census) and therefore (simplistically) the distribution of housing need. In particular, we support
the designation of Topcliffe as a Service Village within the 2nd tier of the Settlement Hierarchy. As
such, Topcliffe is only one level below the five top-tier Market Towns. Furthermore, it is one of only
two Service Villages within the Thirsk with Sowerby Sub-area. Finally, it is within close proximity to
local employment sources, including Dalton Industrial Estate (proposed to be extended under allocation
DAI 1: Extension to Dalton Industrial Estate). As such, Topcliffe represents a strong option for housing
growth in sequential terms. We consider the settlement hierarchy remains a valid starting point. Those
centres which do or could provide the highest level of facilities and connectivity and accessibility by
public transport should be the main focus of growth. Parts of the District are subject to various
environmental, physical and policy constraints and designations. In ensuring a sustainable pattern of
development it is important these considerations are taken into account. Nevertheless the hierarchy
should be considered on a site by site basis, rather than as a mechanism to exclude development.
We suggest that in light of the comments above and the need for flexibility through an increased
housing number that there should be a broader distribution in sustainable locations further down the
settlement hierarchy, including the service villages. Given the availability of shops, services and public
transport links, it is appropriate for the service villages, including Topcliffe, to take additional housing
growth to provide flexibility and thus for the plan to adopt a more balanced approach to spatial
distribution, whilst still recognising the position of the market towns at the top of the settlement hierarchy.
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This will also help to maintain the position of Topcliffe as a service village and avoid growth in less
sustainable locations. Furthermore, new housing within the service villages will help deliver much
needed affordable housing opportunities. Sites such as our clients undeveloped land east of School
Lane are available, suitable and deliverable. An allocation for housing here would help provide further
flexibility.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Cecil M Yuill Limited ( Cecil M Yuill Limited - 1228743)

Comment ID

LPreg19-742

Response Date

17/09/19 11:22

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)
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2019-09-17 Yuill LPreg19-742_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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The Spatial Distribution proposed by Policy S3 is broadly supported. The identification of Stokesley
as a Market Town at criterion 3 is supported as is the intention of the policy to “focus growth” in these
locations cognisant of “their role in providing services to residents of other nearby communities”. This
approach is considered consistent with the principles of sustainable development. In terms of housing
development, we support the focus of Policy S3 that: “The majority of housing development requirements
will be met from development located at Northallerton and Thirsk, as well as the other market towns
of Bedale, Stokesley and Easingwold, where there is good access to employment, public transport,
education, shopping and leisure facilities and where housing growth will contribute to their vibrancy”.
We also support the identification of Stokesley as a Market Town which sits at the head of the Settlement
Hierarchy. Again, the successful delivery of the Spatial Vision relies upon the selection of deliverable
housing sites. As set out in our response to Policy HG1, the sole housing Site Allocation for Stokesley
is STK1 which is not deliverable. In order for the Spatial Distribution to be delivered, alternative housing
Site Allocations in Stokesley must now be selected ahead of STK1 before the plan is submitted for
examination. Given our client’s objection, to ensure soundness, Policy HG1 and the Policies Map must
be modified to remove SKT1 and allocate housing development at Sites S/142/016, 017 and 015 (and
any further consequential implications throughout the plan) ahead of submission for examination.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr David Ashton (1025796)

Comment ID

LPreg19-134

Response Date

29/08/19 18:26

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.9

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
REPRESENTATION RELATING TO GREAT BROUGHTON BEING INCORRECTLY DESIGNATED
AS A SERVICE VILLAGE IN THE LOCAL PLAN. SUMMARY During the preparation of the Local Plan
the District Council have adopted a scoring system to determine the Settlement Hierarchy. This states
that Service Villages must have a score of 28 points and above. Under this scoring system Great
Broughton has a score of only 18 points. It therefore falls a long way short of being a Service village.
DISTRICT COUNCIL METHODOLOGY In 2017, the District Council set out the criteria for their Rural
Settlement Hierarchy in their Report “Audit of Village Services & Rural Settlement Hierarchy Report
March 2017” The Report updated the 2014 audit of village services report and stated as any changes
to the Settlement Hierarchy may affect the spatial distribution of new development in the new Local
Plan this was the reason for updating the audit”. The Report set out a slightly amended scoring system
but repeated that Service Villages must have 28 points and above. PARISH COUNCIL CONSULTATION
During the consultation period on the preparation of the Local Plan the Parish Council submitted a
detailed case giving the reasons why Great Broughton should no longer be designated as a Service
Village notwithstanding that, at that time, it scored over 28 points. However circumstances changed
with the closure of a local shop and post office and a supplementary report (with the original report
appended) was submitted to the District Council pointing out that its points score was now only 18.
(This is copied below) REPRESENTATION RELATES TO MATTER OF SOUNDNESS AND LEGAL
COMPLIANCE In so far as it relates to this matter, it is considered the Plan is unsound in that it has
not been positively prepared as it does not provide a strategy to meet the area’s objectively assessed
needs or one based on proportionate evidence. Again relating to this matter, it is considered that the
Plan is not legally compliant in that consultation has not been carried out in accordance with the
Council’s Statement of Community Involvement and that the requirements of the Duty to Cooperate
have not been met. Certainly the District Council have not entered into any dialogue whatsoever with
the Parish Council in responding to the consultation in this matter. SUPPLEMENTARY DOCUMENT
GREAT AND LITTLE BROUGHTON PARISH COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION Case for
reclassification of Great Broughton From “Service Village” to “Other Village” Supplementary Updated
Information Introduction As part of the Consultation on the proposed Local Plan, the Parish Council
submitted a document (copy attached as Appendix 1) setting out the case for Great Broughton to be
reclassified as “Other Village” rather than as a “Service Village”. At that time it was acknowledged that
applying the points system adopted by the District Council, the Parish had above 28 points which made
it fall, prima facie, in the Service Village category. However the submission pointed out some of the
facilities were outside the main settlement, midway between Great Broughton and Kirkby, and provided
joint facilities for both villages. Kirkby is correctly classified as “Other Village” and would still be so
classified if it were to share the points for these joint facilities. Substantial Reduction in Village Facilities.
Since that submission the food shop, post office and other shop have permanently closed. The total
points for facilities in the Parish are now 18 which means that it can no longer be regarded as a Service
Village and it is imperative that that is recognised as a matter of urgency. PUBLIC HOUSE 2
PLAYGROUP/NURSERY 3 PRIMARY SCHOOL 8 PUBLIC HALL 2 SPORTS GROUND 1 CHILDRENS
PLAY AREA 1 BUS SERVICE AT OTHER TIMES 1 TOTAL 18 The Primary School, Nursery, Children’s
Play Area and Sports Club are joint facilities with Kirkby. If the points for these facilities are shared
between the two villages then Great Broughton has 11.5 points which leads to a classification as “Other
Village”. APPENDIX 1 GREAT AND LITTLE BROUGHTON PARISH COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN
CONSULTAION Case for reclassification of Great Broughton from “Service Village” to “Other Settlement”
Introduction The Parish Council consider that the designation of Great Broughton as a “Service Village”
is no longer appropriate. They consider that the audit of facilities by the District Council has been too
simplistic and fails to recognise: 1. The actual level of facilities in the village. 2. That the provision of
some facilities are shared facilities for two villages 3. The location of the Village on the edge of the
National Park and its similarities and relationship to similar villages on the Park’s fringe. Village Facilities
The Village has a Village Hall in a former Chapel. However the Hall is on a busy corner by a mini
roundabout in the Village and lacks any car parking or outside space. There is a “food shop”. However
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this only has a limited availability of dried goods in a small space in a tiny shop area; it does not have
fresh produce or freezer food. Its hours of opening are very limited (mornings only except on Friday)
and it lives under the constant threat of closure. There are no religious buildings; the last remaining
Methodist Chapel closed last year and is currently being converted into a residence. There are two
public houses. There is a Primary School and a members only Sports Club in the Parish. These are
outside the limits of development of the Village itself and are in fact joint facilities for Great Broughton
and the neighbouring Village of Kirkby-in-Cleveland (Kirkby). This is exemplified by their names –
Kirkby and Great Broughton School and Great Broughton and Kirkby Sports Club. Shared Facilities
Great Broughton and Kirkby are two distinct and separate villages. However they do share some
facilities – the Primary School and the Sports Club. Until the 1970s there was a primary school in each
of the two villages but these were replaced by one new school on a green field site in the buffer zone
between the two villages. The new school happens to be in Great and Little Broughton Parish but
outside the development limits of the Village. This also is the case in relation to the members only
Sports Club. Kirkby is, correctly in our opinion, designated as an “Other Settlement”. Apart from the
shared facilities, it has the same facilities as Great Broughton except for the tiny shop referred to above.
National Park Villages It is recognised that the Local Plan being prepared by the District Council does
not cover the North York National Park. The National Park Authority are less advanced with their
preparation of their Plan but the indications so far in their documents are that they don’t consider that
their villages on the northern boundary of the Park should attempt to meet the housing requirements
of the Stokesley Sub Area. There are a number of Parishes on the northern edge of the Park. These
include Ingleby Greenhow, Great and Little Broughton, Kirkby, Carlton, Faceby and Swainby. All these
Parishes have similar facilities to Great Broughton and look to Stokesley as their market town. Kirkby
and Great Broughton Parishes are partly in the National Park but have their main settlements just
outside the Park. The other Parishes have their settlements inside the Park. We recognise that different
considerations apply and should apply regarding the provision of additional housing in the Park. Great
Broughton Village is one of the main gateways into the Park. Indeed it was included in the original
proposals for the Park. It is unrealistic not to apply the same considerations to it as apply to its
neighbours within the Park. The Other Service Villages Great Broughton is the smallest of the three
villages in the Stokesley Sub Area which are currently designated as “Service Villages”. Great Ayton’s
population is almost five times larger than Great Broughton and has 25 shops including a supermarket
and Chemist. It also has a Health Centre, a Dentists, a petrol garage and a library. In no way can it
be considered similar to Great Broughton. The other village, Hutton Rudby is also larger and has more
facilities than Great Broughton. Conclusion Great Broughton no longer has the level of actual facilities
to justify it continuing to be a Service Village. Special consideration should be given to its position on
the edge of the National Park and the same criteria should be applied to its housing needs as apply
to its neighbours just within the Park We consider that the Local Plan should show the Village as an
“Other Settlement” and not as a “Service Village”.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
By redesignating Great Broughton as an "Other Village"
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The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Village no longer has the necessary facilities to enable it to support additional residential
development as envisaged as a Service Village
Comment by

Dalton Transport & Storage Ltd (Mr and Mrs Wilson
- 1229566)

Comment ID

LPreg19-915

Response Date

17/09/19 11:31

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)
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2019-09-17 Dalton Wilson_redacted LPreg19-913.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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This policy is not considered sound as it is not positively prepared, justified or consistent with national
policy. The policy identifies three strategic employment allocations; • Dalton Airfield; • Leeming Bar;
and • Sowerby Gateway. The largest is Dalton Airfield which is identified for 24.5ha of employment
land. All of these strategic employment sites, with the exception of Dalton Airfield, are closely associated
with housing growth. Indeed, in relation to Leeming Bar the policy states; “Leeming Bar will see
significant housing development as a reflection of its economic development role to support sustainable
commuting patterns.” This is considered an appropriate response to employment growth. Sowerby
Gateway is already the subject of significant housing growth and as such already meets a similar role.
It is, therefore, unclear why the largest strategic employment allocation is not also closely associated
with housing growth. The nearest settlement, Dalton, is not afforded any new housing allocations.
Dalton is identified as a secondary village alongside numerous other settlements, including Leeming
Bar. Whilst the policy is clear that housing development will be commensurate with the size of the
settlement an exception has been made at Leeming Bar. Given the employment opportunities provided
by Dalton Airfield the lack housing allocations Dalton should similarly be identified for housing growth.
To do otherwise is not only inconsistent but ultimately unsound. It is therefore recommended that
Dalton be afforded specific housing allocations.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) (
Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) 1229417)

Comment ID

LPreg19-859

Response Date

17/09/19 16:25
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S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)
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2019-09-17 land off Station Road LPreg19-857.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council previously consulted on an Issues and Options version of the Plan, considering a series
of options for the spatial distribution of new homes, considering the most appropriate strategy for the
distribution of new homes. This approach is considered appropriate and central to a Plan-led system.
The production of a Plan should look to proactively deliver homes in accordance with a strategic
approach. Firstly, this should consider the level of homes then apply a strategic approach to how they
should be distributed, and finally allocate the land to deliver that strategy. Policy S3 seeks to do this
with a hierarchy of locations, Northallerton and Thirsk being the priority, followed by a series of market
towns and identified rural communities. The Policy confirms that in the smaller settlements and those
with commitments, there will be no homes allocated. The lack of allocations and significant reliance
on allocations from the Local Plan and commitments is considered a significant issue with the Plan
and renders it unsound. The Plan does not highlight the level of homes in each settlement or the level
of affordable homes. In terms of Thirsk, there is no target level of homes to be delivered, simply a
reliance on previous allocations and approvals. The settlement hierarchy is considered a sound process
in establishing a strategic framework and the settlements are listed accordingly. However, the remainder
of the Plan and its delivery of new homes does not fit with this approach. The spatial distribution
hereafter is led by the existing supply of homes that the Council has approved. The Plan does not
provide any details on the level of homes to each level of the hierarchy or the amount of affordable
homes that the plan is to provide. In setting out the spatial distribution the Council state “ the majority
of housing development requirements will b e met from development located at Northallerton and
Thirsk … where the re is good access to employment, public transport, education, shopping and leisure
facilities and where housing growth will contribute to their vibrancy ”. As noted above, the Council are
only proposing to allocate 160 dwellings over the remainder of the Plan period, which is in direct odds
with the Council’s stated aims in Policy S3, and our Client objects to the policy as drafted, as it is not
effective, in accordance with national policy, or positively planned, and as such would fail to meet the
tests of soundness set out within Policy 35 of the Framework. For example, the Council are proposing
to allocate two sites in Leeming Bar, which is a secondary village that will deliver a total of 165 homes
(gross), 150 (net). Thirsk, which sits at the top of the hierarchy, is only having one allocation that will
deliver a total of 110 units. This approach does not follow the logical approach whereby the larger
proportion of development is focused towards the settlements at the top of the hierarchy and the
apportionment of development reduces as you go further down the settlement hierarchy. This
inconsistent approach is further emphasised by the Key Diagram (Figure 3.1) which is contained within
the Plan. It should be noted that the figure quoted on the diagram for Thirsk is incorrect, as according
to Policy HG1 there is a total of 160 units in Thirsk and Sowerby, whereas the Key Diagram states
205 units. Our Client objects to the contents of the Key Diagram on that basis alone. The Key Diagram
emphasises the illogical approach that the Council have taken to spatial distribution due to the unsound
decision start the plan period from 2014. For example, more new homes are to be allocated in the
Service villages (194) and the Secondary Villages (215) than is being proposed in Thirsk. This is not
a sound approach and contradicts the Council’s strategic aims and objectives and fails to meet the
tests outlined in paragraph 35 of the Framework. The Key Diagram highlights the level of homes to
be allocated in each level of the hierarchy, however this solely considers allocations and has no regard
to commitments and the overall distribution in the Plan. It is clear that the delivery of homes in the Plan
is not in accordance with the hierarchy or strategy. The Plan establishes an approach; however, it then
simply lists the existing approvals with no regard to the strategy. On this basis the Plan is considered
unsound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-879

Response Date

17/09/19 09:16

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)
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Files

2019-09-17 Aiskew Farm_redacted LPreg19-877.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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The Council previously consulted on an Issues and Options version of the plan, considering a series
of options for the spatial distribution of new homes, considering the most appropriate strategy for the
distribution of new homes. This approach is considered appropriate and central to a plan led system.
The production of a plan should look to pro-actively deliver homes in accordance with a strategic
approach. Firstly, this should consider the level of homes, then apply a strategic approach to how they
should be distributed and finally allocate the land to deliver that strategy. Policy S3 seeks to do this
with a hierarchy of locations, Northallerton and Thirsk being the priority, followed by a series of market
towns and identified rural communities. The Policy confirms that in the smaller settlements and those
with commitments there will be no homes allocated. The lack of allocations and significant reliance on
allocations from the Local Plan and commitments is considered to be a significant issue with the plan
and renders it unsound. The plan does not highlight the level of homes in each settlement or the level
of affordable homes. In terms of Thirsk and Bedale, there is no target level of homes to be delivered,
simply a reliance on previous allocations and approvals. The plan relies on undeliverable allocations
form the previous plan and only two allocations in Bedale and Aiskew are AIB 1 (85 homes) and AIB
2 (60 homes) which will not lead to delivery of the necessary level of homes. Bedale with Aiskew sits
within the top tier of the hierarchy with an allocation of only 145 new homes. In terms of the undeveloped
allocations that the Council are carrying forward to the emerging plan, these include site reference
BH2, which has been allocated for 9 years but is yet to come forward. Planning permission has never
been submitted to the develop the site in this period and there are clear question marks as to whether
the site is deliverable. In the context of the revised NPPF, which has placed greater emphasis onto
local planning authorities to demonstrate sites are deliverable, we believe the Council have failed to
provide any evidence to suggest this site will come forward in the plan period. Furthermore, the existing
mixed-use allocation, reference BM2, which was earmarked to deliver 60 units has also failed to come
forward in 9 years since it was allocated. The Council confirm in their SHLAA that no planning
applications have been submitted in the intervening period and no progress has been made in bringing
the site forward. Again, this site appears to have issues in terms of deliverability and shouldn’t therefore
be automatically carried forward in the emerging plan. Our Client’s site at Aiskew Farm represents a
sustainable solution which can help meet the future housing growth required within the settlement. A
number of technical documents have previously been prepared to inform appraisal of our Client’s site
(B/004/013). These included a promotional document (enclosed). This document demonstrated that
the site is available, suitable, located within a sustainable location, well related to the existing built
form and is achievable. The site represents a logical extension to the village and should be preferable
over sites AIB 2 which is located further from the nucleus of the settlement. In addition, the
aforementioned site appears to have deliverability issues and alternative sites, such as our Clients,
should be consider as more preferable, as there is a willing landowner and one of the country’s largest
housebuilders seeking to bring it forward. The two historic allocations have prevented 142 units coming
forward in one of the most sustainable settlements in the District and this is unacceptable. The policy
confirms that limited development will be allowed in service villages and secondary villages to meet
affordable housing requirements and to ensure they continue to be supported. However, the policy
then confirms that in settlements that have existing commitments no further allocations will be sought
in small villages and as such no strategically planned affordable homes. The deletion of any allocations
in settlements will result in their affordable and specialist needs not being met in the plan period. The
settlement hierarchy is considered a sound process in establishing a strategic framework and the
settlements are listed accordingly. However, the remainder of the plan and its delivery of new homes
does not fit with this approach. The spatial distribution hereafter is led by the existing supply of homes
that the Council have approved. The plan does not provide any details on the level of homes to each
level of the hierarchy or the amount of affordable homes that the plan is to provide. The Key Diagram
at the end of Chapter 3 highlights the level of homes to be allocated in each level of the hierarchy,
however this solely considers allocations and has no regard to commitments and the overall distribution
in the plan. It is clear that the delivery of homes in the plan is not in accordance with the hierarchy or
strategy. The plans establish an approach; however, it then simply lists the existing approvals, with
no regard to the strategy. On this basis the plan is considered unsound.
Comment by

Mr Steve Barker (1046388)

Comment ID

LPreg19-920

Response Date

17/09/19 13:43
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Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 S_Barker_redacted PLreg19-918.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council previously consulted on an Issues and Options version of the plan, comprising a series
of options for the spatial distribution of new homes, considering the most appropriate strategy for the
distribution of new homes. This approach is considered appropriate and central to a plan led system.
The production of a plan should look to pro-actively deliver homes in accordance with a strategic
approach. Firstly, this should consider the level of homes, then apply a strategic approach to how they
should be distributed and finally allocate the land to deliver that strategy. Policy S3 seeks to do this
with a hierarchy of locations, Northallerton and Thirsk being the priority, followed by a series of market
towns and identified rural communities. The Policy confirms that in the smaller settlements and those
with commitments there will be no homes allocated. The lack of allocations and significant reliance on
allocations from the Local Plan and commitments is considered to be a significant issue with the plan
and renders it unsound. The plan does not highlight the level of homes in each settlement or the level
of affordable homes. In terms of Thirsk, there is no target level of homes to be delivered, simply a
reliance on previous allocations and approvals. Within Thirsk, only 160 new homes are proposed to
be allocated over the plan period. The Plan is not clear how many commitments have been identified
within Thirsk, nor which completions have been included. A review of the SHLAA 2019 suggests that
over 400 units within Thirsk include sites which have already been completed. In addition to this,
previous allocations have been included which have not yet come forward and which have had no
planning permission submitted. There is no evidence to suggest that these previous allocations (TH2
and TH3) will come forward. The settlement hierarchy is considered a sound process in establishing
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a strategic framework and the settlements are listed accordingly. However, the remainder of the plan
and its delivery of new homes does not fit with this approach. The spatial distribution hereafter is led
by the existing supply of homes that the Council have approved. The plan does not provide any details
on the level of homes to each level of the hierarchy or the amount of affordable homes that the plan
is to provide. The Key Diagram highlights the level of homes to be allocated in each level of the
hierarchy, however this solely considers allocations and has no regard to commitments and the overall
distribution in the plan. It is also inconsistent with the number of homes proposed within Thirsk, stating
205 units rather than the proposed 160 units. It is clear from the table above that the delivery of homes
in the plan is not in accordance with the hierarchy or strategy. The plans establish an approach;
however, it then simply lists the existing approvals, with no regard to the strategy. On this basis the
plan is considered unsound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-828

Response Date

17/09/19 14:21

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Policy sets out the Council’s strategy for the distribution of housing and employment growth across
the District. In doing so, it surmises where economic and housing growth will primarily be directed,
before establishing a settlement hierarchy. We comment on each element of the Policy below: Economic
Development Our Client supports the recognition of the strategic employment growth of Leeming Bar,
and its location on the A1(M) transport corridor. This aligns with the Spatial Vision and Outcomes and
Actions. Housing Development Our Client is pleased to note and supports the reference to significant
housing development in Leeming Bar as a reflection of its economic growth potential, and to support
sustainable commuting patterns. The allocation of sites across the settlement hierarchy, including in
Service Villages and Service Villages, is welcomed given that this will help to ensure a balanced
approach to housing delivery across the District, as well as supporting the vitality of smaller, rural
communities which have seen limited housing growth in more recent years. Settlement Hierarchy The
Council has introduced a four-tier hierarchy to inform future growth in the District, and which has been
informed by that established in the previous Local Plan. The hierarchy comprises Market Towns,
Service Villages, Secondary Villages, and Small Villages. In respect of our Client’s land interests,
Leeming Bar is identified as a Secondary Village . Our Client objects to this categorisation. As
documented earlier in Policies S2 and S3 of the PD, Leeming Bar is a focus for considerable housing
and economic growth during the Plan period, building on its strategic location on the A1(M). In view
of the significant growth aspirations for the settlement during the Plan period, as well as its existing
scale and function, it is considered that its role is much more akin to that of a Service Village than a
Secondary Village. It is certainly comparable to the likes of Brompton, East Cowton, and Kirby Fleetham
by way of example (in respect of scale and access to services), all of which are identified under the
Policy as Service Villages, and benefits from excellent linkages to the strategic road network and
mainline rail services in nearby Northallerton. It also lies just 1.5 miles from Bedale with Aiskew; both
of these are Market Towns, and the most sustainable locations for growth accommodating the largest
number of services and facilities. The identification of Leeming Bar as a Service Village will offer further
market confidence in it as a key location for future growth and inward investment in Hambleton by way
of the Council’s own recognition of its role and function.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The identification of Leeming Bar as a Service Village will offer further market confidence in it as a key
location for future growth and inward investment in Hambleton by way of the Council’s own recognition
of its role and function.
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Comment by

Trustees of The Lady Milnes Coates June 1987
Settlement (1227682)

Comment ID

LPreg19-660

Response Date

17/09/19 15:25

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 Lady Milnes Coates Settlement.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Draft Policy S 3 (Spatial Distribution) sets out the settlement hierarchy, which is based upon the size
of settlements and the level of facilities they offer. This policy states that Brafferton and Helperby are
considered a ‘Service Village’ within the Easingwold area. It states that limited development will be
located in Service Villages where there are a good range of services and facilities to support the level
of growth. The Plan states that allocating sites for housing development in Service Villages and
Secondary Villages will help the Council to meet the priority for more affordable housing in rural
communities, where there has been little, if any, provision over recent years. The Trustees have no
objection to the settlement hierarchy, and support the sustainable growth of Service Villages, including
Helperby and Brafferton. However, the Trustees do object to the distribution of allocations under the
spatial strategy. The translation of this policy into the proposed housing delivery strategy is discussed
at Section 3.[see attached]
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Comment by

Messers L & M Faulkner (1049771)

Comment ID

LPreg19-751

Response Date

16/09/19 09:45

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)
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Email
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Files

2019-09-17 Brafferton Manor Farm_redacted
LPreg19-749.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council previously consulted on an Issues and Options version of the plan, considering a series
of options for the spatial distribution of new homes, considering the most appropriate strategy for the
distribution of new homes. This approach is considered appropriate and central to a plan led system.
The production of a plan should look to pro-actively deliver homes in accordance with a strategic
approach. Firstly, this should consider the level of homes, then apply a strategic approach to how they
should be distributed and finally allocate the land to deliver that strategy. Policy S3 seeks to do this
with a hierarchy of locations, Northallerton and Thirsk being the priority, followed by a series of market
towns and identified rural communities. The Policy confirms that in the smaller settlements and those
with commitments there will be no homes allocated. The lack of allocations and significant reliance on
allocations from the Local Plan and commitments is considered to be a significant issue with the plan
and renders it unsound. The plan does not highlight the level of homes in each settlement or the level
of affordable homes. In terms of Brafferton and the other Service Villages, there is no target level of
homes to be delivered, simply a reliance on previous allocations and approvals. Brafferton and Helperby
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is considered to be relatively unique in that it is underdelivered against the adopted Core Strategy
requirement as the historic allocation in the village has not come forward, meaning it has failed to grow
as intended. The Council are making no attempt to rectify this past under delivery by providing new
allocations, they are simply relying on committed schemes, which would only make up the current
shortfall, rather than contributing to the future growth needs of the settlement. This approach is
unacceptable and is not considered to be sound and our Client objects to the Council’s approach. The
policy confirms that limited development will be allowed in service villages and secondary villages to
meet affordable housing requirements and to ensure they continue to be supported. However, the
policy then confirms that in settlements that have existing commitments no further allocations will be
sought in small villages and as such no strategically planned affordable homes. The deletion of any
allocations in settlements such as Brafferton would result in their affordable and specialist needs not
being met in the plan period. The settlement hierarchy is considered a sound process in establishing
a strategic framework and the settlements are listed accordingly. However, the remainder of the plan
and its delivery of new homes does not fit with this approach. The spatial distribution hereafter is led
by the existing supply of homes that the Council have approved. The plan does not provide any details
on the level of homes to each level of the hierarchy or the amount of affordable homes that the plan
is to provide. The Key Diagram highlights the level of homes to be allocated in each level of the
hierarchy, however this solely considers allocations and has no regard to commitments and the overall
distribution in the plan. The plans establish an approach; however, it then simply lists the existing
approvals, with no regard to the strategy. On this basis the plan is considered unsound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mary Fisher (1027547)

Comment ID

LPreg19-806

Response Date

17/09/19 11:41

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)
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2019-09-17 Mary Fisher-Shipton_redacted
LPreg19-804.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council previously consulted on an Issues and Options version of the plan, considering a series
of options for the spatial distribution of new homes, considering the most appropriate strategy for the
distribution of new homes. This approach is considered appropriate and central to a plan led system.
The production of a plan should look to pro-actively deliver homes in accordance with a strategic
approach. Firstly, this should consider the level of homes, then apply a strategic approach to how they
should be distributed and finally allocate the land to deliver that strategy. Policy S3 seeks to do this
with a hierarchy of locations, Northallerton and Thirsk being the priority, followed by a series of market
towns and identified rural communities. The Policy confirms that in the smaller settlements and those
with commitments there will be no homes allocated. The lack of allocations and significant reliance on
allocations from the Local Plan and commitments is considered to be a significant issue with the plan
and renders it unsound. The plan does not highlight the level of homes in each settlement or the level
of affordable homes. In terms of Shipton by Beningbrough and the other Service Villages, there is no
target level of homes to be delivered, simply a reliance on previous allocations and approvals. Shipton
by Beningbrough is considered to be relatively unique in that it is underdelivered against the adopted
Core Strategy requirement as the historic allocation in the village has not come forward, meaning it
has failed to grow as intended. The Council are making no attempt to rectify this past under delivery
by providing new allocations, they are simply relying on one committed scheme delivering a single
house and the previous allocation, which would only make up the current shortfall, rather than
contributing to the future growth needs of the settlement. This approach is unacceptable and is not
considered to be sound and our Client objects to the Council’s approach. The retained allocation EH4
is simply an old allocation never delivered and unlikely to do so. Part fo the site obtained consent for
one home, however the remainder are unlikely to be delivered. The policy confirms that limited
development will be allowed in service villages and secondary villages to meet affordable housing
requirements and to ensure they continue to be supported. However, the policy then confirms that in
settlements that have existing commitments no further allocations will be sought in small villages and
as such no strategically planned affordable homes. The deletion of any allocations in settlements such
as Shipton by Beningbrough, including Our Clients land would result in their affordable and specialist
needs not being met in the plan period. The settlement hierarchy is considered a sound process in
establishing a strategic framework and the settlements are listed accordingly. However, the remainder
of the plan and its delivery of new homes does not fit with this approach. The spatial distribution
hereafter is led by the existing supply of homes that the Council have approved. The plan does not
provide any details on the level of homes to each level of the hierarchy or the amount of affordable
homes that the plan is to provide. The Key Diagram highlights the level of homes to be allocated in
each level of the hierarchy, however this solely considers allocations and has no regard to commitments
and the overall distribution in the plan. The plans establish an approach; however, it then simply lists
the existing approvals, with no regard to the strategy. On this basis the plan is considered unsound.
Comment by

Enterpen Ltd ( G Baird - 1025929)

Comment ID

LPreg19-782

Response Date

17/09/19 14:31

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)
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2019-09-17 Enterpen Ltd LPreg19-782.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Response: The spatial strategy of the draft plan focusses on a small number of large key sites in a
small number of locations i.e. the market towns and limited allocated sites in other selected settlements,
which means that the plan is relying on large housing developers to build standard product in a limited
number of locations. Officers mention windfall sites to make their draft plan strategy sound more
plausible, but the number of homes delivered via this method, in reality will be very limited giving the
LPA an opportunity to refuse most applications on unallocated sites on policy grounds unless the
current spatial strategy is amended or perhaps if housing numbers are increased. The present plan
would mean that: 1) The focus of large developers is on bulk standard product on greenfield sites to
maximise profit in key identified locations; there is less of a focus and impetus to deliver the complete,
required mix of housing to the standard that the District needs across the wider geographical area,
meaning that affordable housing, if successfully delivered, will similarly be concentrated in those same
locations to the detriment of those who might seek to live elsewhere. 2) The spatial strategy in the
draft plan for housing is a lazy and unimaginative approach because it will not enable a suitable number,
range and mix of high standard housing in most smaller and medium sized settlements which are
expected to accommodate only very modest and limited housing growth. If this allocation and spread
were greater than has been specified, it could contribute more towards the future sustainability of
service villages and secondary villages, as not everyone relies on, or has access to internet services
and goods. 3) Since large housebuilders are the main target group for the delivery of standard product
housing in a few selected locations, the character and individuality, which the Council alludes to and
promotes so strongly in its draft plan will eventually and inevitably be diluted as has already happened
by the creation of significant urban extensions comprising bulk standard product housing, which can
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increasingly be found in the locations of Northallerton and Thirsk, which look just like “anywhere else”.
We further observe that even some market towns, such as Stokesley, have a limited number of identified
opportunities in the draft strategy. We believe there are other sustainable sites and opportunities
available that can be delivered without adverse impacts which would logically contribute towards future
growth of the settlement. This would contribute towards housing need (policy S2).
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Ingleby Arncliffe Parish Council (Mr Clive Walley 1225565)

Comment ID

LPreg19-312

Response Date

17/09/19 12:21

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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The Parish of Ingleby Arncliffe continues to be listed as a secondary village where residential
development is supported to help address Affordable Housing requirements. The Parish Council regrets
that this policy fails to acknowledge other urgent identified housing needs of secondary villages.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The Local Plan should be amended by addressing local, parish housing needs.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Karbon Homes Ltd ( - 1229641)

Comment ID

LPreg19-932

Response Date

17/09/19 16:15

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 Karbon Homes LPreg19-932.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Karbon Homes Ltd support the identification of Thirsk with Sowerby as a market town in the settlement
hierarchy and in turn the proposed housing allocation at Back Lane, Sowerby (site: TIS2). Thirsk with
Sowerby is one of the largest and most sustainable settlements in the District and it is therefore a
sound planning approach to allocate further housing development in such locations where there are
a range of available shops, services and employment opportunities as well as strong transport links.
Such an approach is consistent with the aims and objectives of NPPF.
Comment by

David Holmes Properties Ltd (Mr David Holmes 1025236)
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2019-09-17 David Holmes Properties LPreg19-936.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
David Holmes Properties Limited supports the identification of Great Ayton as a service village in the
settlement hierarchy and in turn the proposed housing allocation at Skottowe Crescent (site GTA1).
Whilst it is acknowledged that Great Ayton is not large enough to be considered a market town in the
settlement hierarchy, it has considerably more shops and services (including a railway station) than
the majority of the other services villages in the hierarchy. The Council’s approach of identifying land
for future housing development in Great Ayton, one of the most sustainable service villages, is therefore
sound and accords with national planning policy. Indeed, NPPF is clear at paragraph 78 that, “To
promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or
maintain the vitality of rural communities. Planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to
grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services. Where there are groups of smaller
settlements, development in one village may support services in a village nearby”. The Publication
Draft Local Plan acknowledges the importance of supporting rural communities at paragraph 3.36
where it states, “Delivery of more rural affordable housing is a Council priority. Allocating sites for
housing development in Service Villages and Secondary Villages will help the Council to meet this
priority in rural communities, where there has been little, if any, provision over recent years. Allocations
will provide properties that better meet people's needs and allow them to remain in the locality, and
will support the continued viability of schools and other important village services and facilities.” The
provision of new residential development at an appropriate scale in service villages such as Great
Ayton is a justified approach and is fully supported by NPPF. The Council’s proposed approach is
therefore sound.
Comment by
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2019-09-17 Runway Investments Ltd_redacted
LPreg19-1013.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The growth strategy outlined within the plan is logical and provides a clear structural hierarchy of where
development will be encouraged within the District over the plan period. The direction of growth beyond
the Market Towns to include Service Villages, such as Huby, is strongly supported, where new housing
development will help to re-invigorate villages and support and sustain key services and facilities which
are an essential part of a healthy and viable rural community. Policy S3 and the direction of growth to
include Service and Secondary Villages ensures the Plan is positively prepared and reflects the
principles of sustainability outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework. This includes the positive
provisions of paragraph 78 of the Framework which promotes sustainable development in rural areas
in locations where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. The Framework further
requires that planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially
where this will support local services. The village of Huby is one of the larger and more sustainable
Service Villages within the Hinterland of Easingwold and we support its position within the settlement
hierarchy identified within Policy S3. Huby lies approximately 4km to the South East of Easingwold
and is an attractive and vibrant village, which contains a range of services (including a primary school,
playgroup/nursery, community owned village shop, 2 public houses, hot food takeaway and a church)
within easy reach of the site, which is centrally located within the village. Huby also benefits from a
regular and frequent bus service to the market town of Easingwold, Stillington and York. It is therefore
a sustainable settlement that can support the quantum of development that can be delivered by the
proposed allocated site without detracting from the form and character of the area. The supporting
policy text to Policy S3 robustly recognises that sustainable villages, such as Huby, will make an
important contribution to meeting the overall housing targets and are therefore a central component
to the overall growth strategy within the District. The level of housing growth envisaged for the Service
Villages is also at a level that that will help deliver a range of housing that responds to current housing
needs and can make a valued contribution towards affordable housing. We therefore support the
principles of Policy S3 and the proposed spatial distribution of new housing across the settlement
hierarchy.
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)
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2019-09-17 Litchfields Taylor Wimpey_redacted
LPreg19-1017.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Taylor Wimpey supports the proposed development strategy for Hambleton and, as part of that, the
focus for growth within the identified main towns and market towns, including Easingwold. Indeed,
Taylor Wimpey considers Easingwold to be one of the strongest market areas within the District and
it follows, therefore, that as a higher tier settlement, it should also be a focus for housing growth.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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2019-09-17 Daniel Gath Homes 2_redacted
LPreg19-1006.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The growth strategy outlined within the plan provides a logical spatial distribution of development
across the settlement hierarchy with most new development directed towards Northallerton and Thirsk
followed by the Market Towns (including Easingwold) and then the Service and Secondary Villages.
Policy S3 and the direction of growth to include both Market Towns as well as Service and Secondary
Villages ensures the Plan is positively prepared and reflects the principles of sustainability outlined in
the National Planning Policy Framework. This includes the positive provisions of paragraph 78 of the
Framework which promotes sustainable development in rural areas, in locations where it will enhance
or maintain the vitality of rural communities. Easingwold is one of the larger and more sustainable
settlements and we support its elevated position within the settlement hierarchy identified within Policy
S3. The town has a wide range of businesses, retail uses, schools, employment and medical services
which support a vibrant local community. It is well situated close to the A19 which ensures good access
to the strategic road network and has good links with Thirsk (located 10 miles to the North West) and
the Sub Regional Centre of York (located approximately 13 miles to the South East). The supporting
policy text robustly recognises that by locating the majority of land for housing in and around the Market
Towns, new homes will be located where there is good access to employment, public transport,
education, retail and leisure facilities to ensure that key sustainability objectives are met. We therefore
support the principles of Policy S3 and the spatial distribution of new housing to the larger, more
sustainable settlements including Easingwold, and across the settlement hierarchy.
Comment by

Dalton 009 Ltd ( Peter Jeffery Davison - 1228205)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy S3 – Spatial Distribution We support and welcome the identification of the extension to Dalton
Airfield Industrial Estate as a Strategic Employment Site under policy S3. This supports the overall
objective of Policy S2, contributing to the overall provision 77.6 ha of employment land in the district
during the local plan period. The site at Dalton is suitable for the allocation due to its close proximity
to the existing industrial site, an established successful and significant employment location. The
allocation will enable the development and expansion of existing business and the location of new
business and job creation to the district. The site has excellent accessibility to the strategic highway
network, being close to the A168, A1 and A19. The site has also benefited from significant recent
investment in the new Dalton Bridge, via a public-private investment initiative, providing improved
access and flood resilience for the industrial site. The proposed allocation of additional development
land will enable the wider economic benefits of this infrastructure investment to be achieved. Overall
the allocation is supported by evidence in the Local Plan Employment Land Review and will support
the growth aspirations of the Strategic Economic Plan. This aspect of the plan is considered sound.
Comment by

Mr Wigan (1227691)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client supports the objectives of policy S3 which related to maintaining the sustainability of rural
communities through continually addressing housing requirements, including the sufficient provision
of affordable housing, by allowing for limited development where there are a good range of services
and facilities commensurate with the level of growth proposed. However, we believe that as a result
of the above policy development for small scale housing should be brought forward and support at
Raskelf given its status as a Secondary Village. The Spatial Distribution proposed by Policy S3 is
broadly supported. The identification of Raskelf as a Secondary Village at criterion D is supported as
is the intention of the policy to “focus growth” at identified rural locations “where limited development
will be supported to help address affordable housing requirements and where development can support
social and economic sustainability”. Our client supports this policy in terms of housing development
and that limited residential development will be allowed to come forward in the identified settlements,
such as Raskelf which is identified as a Secondary Village.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)
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2019-09-17 Linton LPreg19-814.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The spatial distribution of sites should follow a logical hierarchy providing sustainable development
across the District. Berkeley DeVeer supports the identification of Linton-On-Ouse as a service village
within the Settlement Hierarchy. Linton-on-Ouse benefits from a range of existing services and facilities
including; • Linton-On-Ouse Primary School; • Village Store; • Post Office (Within The Village Hall); •
Public House (The College Arms); • Several local businesses; and • A bus service that runs between
York and Easingwold Berkeley DeVeer also welcome the acknowledgement of the need to help maintain
the sustainability of rural communities through limited development within the service villages where
the services and facilities can support the growth proposed. The NPPF is clear at paragraph 78 that,
“To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance
or maintain the vitality of rural communities. Planning policies should identify opportunities for villages
to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services. Where there are groups of smaller
settlements, development in one village may support services in a village nearby”. The Publication
Draft Local Plan acknowledges the importance of supporting rural communities at paragraph 3.36
where it states, “Delivery of more rural affordable housing is a Council priority. Allocating sites for
housing development in Service Villages and Secondary Villages will help the Council to meet this
priority in rural communities, where there has been little, if any, provision over recent years. Allocations
will provide properties that better meet people's needs and allow them to remain in the locality, and
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will support the continued viability of schools and other important village services and facilities.” Each
service village should be allowed some development, where this can be done in a way that does not
detract from their character and form, to allow the village to be supported. Accordingly, the limited
development of service villages should be included as part of the development strategy for Hambleton.
Currently, Linton-On-Ouse has no draft allocations within the current draft of the Local Plan, stifling
the growth of the village to support the current services and facilities over the Period Plan. The village
will be reliant on windfall sites to deliver additional housing in an adhoc manner. The allocation of our
client’s site at Mill lane for approx. 35-40 units would provide an acceptable number of additional
houses to this village to support the services and facilities, without detracting from the character of the
village itself. The site is well contained within the village and is easily accessible both by public transport
and foot. There are no ecological, historical or environmental restrictions which would make this site
undeliverable or unsuitable. The site is available with a developer on board and can come forward in
the short term to deliver high quality housing. In accordance with the tests outlined in paragraph 35 of
the NPPF (2019), this policy is positively prepared to support growth in Service Villages and Secondary
Villages, justified, effective and consistent with national policy, specifically paragraph 78 of the NPPF.
Berkeley DeVeer therefore consider this policy to be sound.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)
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2019-09-17 CAM1 S3 LPreg19-854.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The spatial distribution of sites should follow a logical hierarchy providing sustainable development
across the District. Berkeley DeVeer supports the identification of Carlton Miniott as a service village
within the Settlement Hierarchy. Carlton Miniott benefits from a range of existing services and facilities
including; • Carlton Miniott Community Primary School; • Railway Station and regular bus services; •
Post Office; • Two Churches (St Lawrence and Hambleton Evangelical Church) • Three public houses
(Dog & Gun, Vale of York and The Old Red House); • Several local businesses and tourist
accommodation Berkeley DeVeer also welcome the acknowledgement of the need to help maintain
the sustainability of rural communities through limited development within the service villages where
the services and facilities can support the growth proposed. The NPPF is clear at paragraph 78 that,
“To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance
or maintain the vitality of rural communities. Planning policies should identify opportunities for villages
to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services. Where there are groups of smaller
settlements, development in one village may support services in a village nearby”. The Publication
Draft Local Plan acknowledges the importance of supporting rural communities at paragraph 3.36
where it states, “Delivery of more rural affordable housing is a Council priority. Allocating sites for
housing development in Service Villages and Secondary Villages will help the Council to meet this
priority in rural communities, where there has been little, if any, provision over recent years. Allocations
will provide properties that better meet people's needs and allow them to remain in the locality, and
will support the continued viability of schools and other important village services and facilities.” The
allocation of this site for approx. 55 units would be wholly beneficial in supporting the services and
facilities within Carlton Miniott, without detracting from the character of the village itself. The site is
well contained within the village and is easily accessible both by public transport and foot. There are
no ecological, historical or environmental restrictions which would make this site undeliverable or
unsuitable. The site is available with a developer on board and can come forward in the short term to
deliver high quality housing. In accordance with the tests outlined in paragraph 35 of the NPPF (2019),
this policy is positively prepared to support growth in Service Villages and Secondary Villages, justified,
effective and consistent with national policy, specifically paragraph 78 of the NPPF. Berkeley DeVeer
therefore consider this policy to be sound.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The spatial distribution of sites across the district should follow a logical hierarchy to provide sustainable
development. Our client supports the identification of Thirsk with Sowerby as a market own within the
Settlement Hierarchy, which is displayed in Policy S3 in the emerging Local Plan. Thirsk as a market
town benefits from a variety of existing services and amenities. The allocation of this site [TIS 1] would
contribute towards the overall target of delivering housing in the area, which the emerging Local Plan
identifies as a focal point for growth. This site would benefit from and support the wide range of services
and facilities and good transport connections (Policy S3). The site is in close proximity to Thirsk town
centre and other local amenities. There appears to be no significant restrictions which cannot be
mitigated; therefore, the site cannot be deemed as being undeliverable or unsuitable
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Estate continue to support the identification of the settlement of Crathorne as a ‘Secondary Village’
within the settlement hierarchy set out in Policy S3. Policy S3 states that the majority of new housing
development will be met from development located at Northallerton and Thirsk, as well as other market
towns. It goes on to state that in order to help maintain the sustainability of rural communities and to
address affordable housing and other housing requirements, limited development will be located in
service villages and secondary villages where there are a good range of services and facilities to
support the level of growth proposed. The Plan splits the District in to 5no. sub areas; the Northallerton
Area; the Thirsk Area; the Bedale Area; the Easingwold Area; and the Stokesley Area. Crathorne falls
within the Stokesley Area, where it is one of 2no. ‘Secondary Villages’ and a number of other service
villages and small villages. It is noted that Policy S3 states that the need for new homes will be met
across the District, with limited development being allocated within Secondary Villages. However,
despite the identification of Crathorne as a Secondary Village (i.e. capable of accommodating limited
growth) no housing allocations have been proposed within Crathorne as part of the Publication Draft.
Further, no housing allocations are proposed in any of the Secondary Villages within the Stokesley
Area, only the market town of Stokesley and service village of Great Ayton. This is a modification to
the Council’s previous assertion, as part of the Preferred Options consultation, that the village was
capable of accommodating some limited growth by way of a single housing allocation at Town End
Farm (S/033/005) (10 dwellings). Although few reasons are given for this change from the Preferred
Options stage, the following planning commentary is provided by the Council in their ‘Site Selection
Methodology and Results’ document: Development of the whole site and loss of buildings would harm
the character and appearance of the conservation area. A conversion scheme could be appropriate,
but would reduce capacity below minimum 10 for allocation. In their removal of the site at Town End
Farm from the proposed housing allocations, the Council have failed to take in to consideration previous
Representations made on behalf of the Estate that highlight the merits of the site and provide compelling
evidence for the allocation of the site not only to support the village, but also to ensure the future of
the range of heritage asset buildings located on the site. Previous Representations have clearly made
the case that development of the site can be guided by a Heritage Consultant and include sensitively
designed residential development around the existing barns that respect the heritage value of
surrounding buildings and the nearby conservation area. Assurance over the sensitivity of such future
development can be sought through development requirements/criteria as part of any proposed
allocation. Whilst the Estate continue to support the recognition provided to Crathorne as a Secondary
Village, the Estate consider there to be a disconnect between the Council’s key strategic policy S3
and their proposed allocations through the lack of any housing allocations being proposed for the
village nor indeed any Secondary Villages within the Stokesley Area (despite recognition being given
to the need to maintain the sustainability of rural villages throughout the District). Allocations are
proposed in various Secondary Villages in other sub areas within the District, however, there is no
other village (within the SV tier) where similar developments are being brought forward by a single
landowner in a cohesive approach to sustainability. A special case must therefore be made for the
allocation of housing in Crathorne. This disconnect, failure to positively prepare, and the unjustified
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removal of the previously identified housing allocation at Town End renders the Plan unsound. We
therefore wish to object to the removal of the Town End Farm site allocation from the Plan and to Policy
S3 in so far as its distribution of development throughout the District and specifically to Secondary
Villages is concerned
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Daniel Gath Homes (Mr Daniel Gath - 1025314)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1001

Response Date

17/09/19 13:20

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 Daniel Gath Homes 1_redacted
LPreg19-1001.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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The growth strategy outlined within the plan provides a logical spatial distribution of development
across the settlement hierarchy with most new development directed towards Northallerton and Thirsk
followed by the Market Towns (including Easingwold) and then the Service and Secondary Villages.
This spatial distribution provides an effective strategy for new growth in Hambleton District and allows
existing rural settlements to remain viable and sustainable. We also support the settlement hierarchy
which has directly informed the distribution of development. Policy S3 and the direction of growth to
include both Market Towns as well as Service and Secondary Villages ensures the Plan is positively
prepared and reflects the principles of sustainability outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework.
We therefore support the principles of Policy S3 insofar as it relates to the spatial distribution of new
development across the settlement hierarchy but not the method of distribution within the settlements
themselves. This is discussed in relation to our objections to Policy HG1 below.
Comment by

Shires Land and Property (Northern) Limited (Mr
David Willis - 1225637)

Comment ID

LPreg19-299

Response Date

17/09/19 10:41

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The approach to spatial distribution of development is supported in two main respects. First, the
approach of locating new employment land close to market towns which are important centres of
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population within the district with services and facilities is supported. This also ensures the availability
of good public transport links and accessibility. The inclusion of Easingwold as a market town is
supported and will ensure that it will continue to grow, facilities and services will be retained and
strengthened and it will be able to continue to fulfil its important role as a service centre for its significant
rural hinterland. It is also important to ensure that the market towns and their villages do not become
commuter settlements and so providing employment land in the main market towns across the district
to meet the needs of the local working population is supported. Secondly the approach of locating
major employment sites along the strategic A19/A1 transport corridor. This ensures that allocated sites
can take advantage of strategic connectivity, with good access by road and accessibility for business
together with associated infrastructure. The allocation of site EAS 2 in Easingwold is particularly
welcomed. It builds on the strategic approach of Policy S3 as it will not only serve and support the
market town but its location also ensures that it has direct access off the A19. It will have an important
role to play in meeting the needs of Easingwold and its hinterland over the plan period. It will also
ensure that there is enough land available close to Easingwold to provide the choice required to retain
existing business within the District, enable new businesses to grow and also to be able to attract
inward investment and relocation to within the District. EAS 2 meets this need and it is clear from the
rapid development of the Shires Bridge Business Park, which is in the same ownership of EAS 2 which
it abuts, that there is significant demand for quality employment units in this location and that EAS 2
will be both attractive and able to satisfy a range of business needs from start-ups to established
businesses of varying sizes. Policy S3 is thus considered sound: positively prepared, effective, justified
and consistent with national policy. It is also considered to be legally compliant.
Comment by

Mr Simon Smith (1225636)

Comment ID

LPreg19-302

Response Date

17/09/19 10:45

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The approach to spatial distribution of development is supported. In particular the approach of locating
key employment locations within the central transport corridor in order to provide opportunities for
expansion and inward investment along the strategic (A1/A19) transport corridor is considered to be
sound. The identification of Leeming Bar as a strategic employment site is also welcomed and suitable
for such designation as it lies within the A1 corridor. Policy S3 is thus considered sound: positively
prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy. It is also considered to be legally
compliant.
Comment by

Barber Titleys ( Tim Axe - 1027332)

Comment ID

LPreg19-479

Response Date

30/08/19 09:42

Consultation Point

S 3 Spatial Distribution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-30 Axe 2 LPreg 19-477-479-481-483.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
Representation on behalf of Shires Land and Property (Northern) Limited Policy S3: The approach to
spatial distribution of development is supported in two main respects. First, the approach of locating
new employment land close to market towns which are important centres of population within the
district with services and facilities is supported. This also ensures the availability of good public transport
links and accessibility. The inclusion of Easingwold as a market town is supported and will ensure that
it will continue to grow, facilities and services will be retained and strengthened and it will be able to
continue to fulfil its important role as a service centre for its significant rural hinterland. It is also important
to ensure that the market towns and their villages do not become commuter settlements and so
providing employment land in the main market towns across the district to meet the needs of the local
working population is supported. Secondly the approach of locating major employment sites along the
strategic A19/A1 transport corridor. This ensures that allocated sites can take advantage of strategic
connectivity, with good access by road and accessibility for business together with associated
infrastructure The allocation of site EAS 2 in Easingwold is particularly welcomed. It builds on the
strategic approach of Policy S3 as it will not only serve and support the market town but its location
also ensures that it has direct access off the A19. It will have an important role to play in meeting the
needs of Easingwold and its hinterland over the plan period. It will also ensure that there is enough
land available close to Easingwold to provide the choice required to retain existing business within the
District, enable new businesses to grow and also to be able to attract inward investment and relocation
to within the District
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-705

Response Date

11/09/19 10:03

Consultation Point

3.35 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 044 059.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.17 National planning policy requires that at least 10% of housing development needs will be met
from sites of 1 hectare or less. The Council’s approach to address this requirement is to allocate small
sites in service and secondary villages. This approach is unjustified. Small sites should be allocated
throughout the settlement hierarchy. The identification of smaller sites in the higher tier settlements
will provide choice for local residents and a variety of housing types and products as a result of sites
being delivered by more than one developer. 2.18 Berkeley DeVeer are promoting two sites which are
under 1 hectare to the south of Easingwold. These sites would assist the Council in meeting its target
to identify sites under 1 hectare and provide additional choice and a variety of house types in the
Market Town of Easingwold, where currently only one allocation has been identified
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
2.19 This paragraph should be amended to support the identification of small sites throughout the
hierarchy and as a result small site allocations should be supported in the market towns including
Easingwold, where only one allocation is proposed, which limits choice for local residents.2.20 Sites
E/041/044 and PST/E/041/059 are being promoted for allocation by Berkeley DeVeer and would assist
in meeting the need for smaller allocations in the Market Town of Easingwold.These sites are available,
suitable and deliverable for housing development

Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-681

Response Date

11/09/19 16:36

Consultation Point

3.35 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11
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Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 18a
LPreg19-657.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.17 National planning policy requires that at least 10% of housing development needs will be met
from sites of 1 hectare or less. The Council’s approach to address this requirement is to allocate small
sites in service and secondary villages. This approach is unjustified. Small sites should be allocated
throughout the settlement hierarchy. The identification of smaller sites in the higher tier settlements
will provide choice for local residents and a variety of housing types and products as a result of sites
being delivered by more than one developer.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
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What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
2.18 This paragraph should be amended to support the identification of small sites throughout the
hierarchy and as a result small site allocations should be supported in the market towns including
Easingwold, where only one allocation is proposed, which limits choice for local residents.

Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)

Comment ID

LPreg19-891

Response Date

17/09/19 14:42

Consultation Point

S 4: Neighbourhood Planning (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy S4 clarifies the strategic policies of the Local Plan which are relevant to the preparation of
Neighbourhood Plans and required to meet the basic conditions. Gladman consider the policy to be
helpful in setting out clearly and succinctly which parts of the Local Plan are important to be reflected
in Neighbourhood Plans.This will assist local communities greatly in their preparation of Neighbourhood
Plans; many of whom will not have had previous experience in preparing a development plan document
before. 4.3.2 Gladman do not disagree with the Council’s approach to the allocation of sites in
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settlements with Neighbourhood Plans to meet the overall housing requirement. Neighbourhood
Planning is an optional planning policy tool which organised communities may implement to direct
development and achieve local ambitions where they wish. Neighbourhood Planning is not therefore
universal, the content of Neighbourhood Plans is not engrained in planning policy, and timing for the
preparation of these documents can vary substantially. As such, should the Local Plan be reliant on
allocations being made in potential future Neighbourhood Plans then, the overall delivery of plan targets
may soon be at risk, should Neighbourhood Plans not be forthcoming. 4.3.3 Gladman consider that
the Council’s approach provides greater assurances about the deliverability of plan targets. Gladman
do not consider that the Council’s lead to allocations necessarily prejudices the Neighbourhood Plan
process or forgoes the Localism agenda. Where allocations are made by the Council, communities
have scope to influence these through development management policies and hold the power to
allocate additional sites should the Council’s allocations not go far enough to meet local needs provided
this aligns to strategic policy. 4.3.4 Gladman is however puzzled as to how the Council can arrive at
the assertion that plan requirements are met when it is unclear (as set out in our response to Policy
S3 above) [see LPreg19-890] how the housing needs of this plan period are to be met across the
District. As picked up in greater detail in Section 5.1 below [see LPreg19-894], it is unclear to Gladman
how allocations made by the Council, together with commitments can be said to meet local housing
needs and respond to economic objectives without this distribution. 4.3.5 Gladman also disagree with
the expectation set out in the Policy that communities will need to identify local development
requirements. Paragraph 65/66 of the 2019 NPPF is clear that it is for the Council to identify such
housing requirements. Where this is not possible at the plan making stage then the Council should
assess this when requested to by designated Neighbourhood Plan bodies. The text in Policy S4 should
be revised to reflect national planning policy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Ingleby Arncliffe Parish Council (Mr Clive Walley 1225565)

Comment ID

LPreg19-314

Response Date

17/09/19 12:27

Consultation Point

S 4 Neighbourhood Planning (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Parish of Ingleby Arncliffe supports this Policy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Beckwith Knowle Developments ( - 1229727)

Comment ID

LPreg19-967

Response Date

17/09/19 16:27

Consultation Point

S 5: Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 Beckwith Knowle Developments Ltd
LPreg19-965 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We note the Council’s preferred approach is to leave the designated Countryside and (by definition)
settlement boundaries undefined. Instead, paragraph 3.49 states: The distinction between the built
form of settlements and the countryside surrounding them is vital to interpretation of several policies
in the plan that shape where unallocated development proposals may or may not be considered
appropriate. Paragraph 3.49 goes on to state: A decision as to whether land is considered to be part
of the built form will be made on a case by case basis taking account of all prevailing circumstances.
In the absence of a defined settlement boundary to the north part of Northallerton we trust that the site
in question and the on-going development to the north and east are considered to be within the “built
form” and accepable for development in principle.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-556

Response Date

03/09/19 12:22

Consultation Point

S 5: Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We welcome the reference to the need to have regard to Policy E5. This will alert users of the Plan
that they would need to comply with the provisions of that Policy where a proposal is for the reuse or
adaptation of a historic building.
Comment by

Messrs Calvert, McElvaney, etc (1227403)

Comment ID

LPreg19-652

Response Date

13/09/19 16:49

Consultation Point

S 5: Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-13 - Bradley Stovell - HG6.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
• Under the THNS the extant interpretation for gypsy/traveller pitches provides for sites to be located
in rural locations, within “Broad Locations” of service centres. 20. Reference is made in Policy S5 to
the fact that: - “Development in the countryside will only be supported when it is specifically supported
by other policies of the Development Plan or National Planning Policy”. It has been an established
policy in the District for many years that gypsy pitches are suitable within about a mile of the boundary
of a settlement with services (see above [reference to point 19 - see full rep]). This was formalised by
the THNS (2012). At present this does not appear to have been taken forward into Policy HG6. This
needs to be incorporated into Policies HG6 or S5. [See attached for full submission]
Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)

Comment ID

LPreg19-893

Response Date

17/09/19 14:59

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.13

Files

2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
4.4.1 Policy S5 sets out the proposed approach to development in the open countryside adopting a
restrictive approach. Gladman note the scope for windfall development which is set out in Policy HG5.
Comments regarding the approach to windfall development are set out in our response to Policy HG5
(see Section 5.5) [see LPreg19-898]. 4.4.2 Gladman wish to object to the current wording of the policy
that the Council will seek to protect and enhance the intrinsic beauty, character and distinctiveness of
the countryside. The wording used in the policy is considered to depart from national planning policy
which simply sets out the need to recognise the intrinsic beauty, character and distinctiveness of the
countryside. The wording outlined establishes a policy test which is a clear step above the requirements
which are set for countryside through the 2019 NPPF. To ensure that the policy is consistent to the
2019 NPPF, the policy wording should be revised to reflect the cited text above.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) (
Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) 1229417)

Comment ID

LPreg19-860

Response Date

17/09/19 16:29

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 land off Station Road LPreg19-857.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In order to assist with the potential shortfall of homes in the Plan period and to add flexibility to the
Plan, the Council have removed the settlement limits and incorporated part of the text from the Interim
Planning Guidance to allow development adjacent to the settlement limits. Full consideration is given
to this in comments on the housing chapter. However, it should be noted that in terms of assisting in
meeting the Council’s housing needs, this will continue to provide a windfall allowance, however, it is
unlikely to provide a contribution to the Council’s affordable housing needs due to the limitations on
the scale of development.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Messers L & M Faulkner (1049771)

Comment ID

LPreg19-756

Response Date

16/09/19 10:03

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.13

Files

2019-09-17 Brafferton Manor Farm_redacted
LPreg19-749.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Policy seeks to restrict development in the Countryside and provides guidance as to what is
defined as countryside, which links directly to Policy HG5. It is defined within the Policy as “land outside
the existing b uilt form of a settlement identi fie d in the settlement hierarchy in Policy S3 ‘Spatial
Distribution’”. The built form is defined as “ the buildings of the main part of the settlement and land
closely associated with them. Land which is associated with the countryside is not considered to form
part of the built form”. We fully support the Council’s decision to not pursue defined development limits
within the Local Plan however consider that the definition of “built form” within the Policy is too restrictive.
And open to interpretation. The plan needs to be clear to applicants and the Council on its interpretation,
however at present the definition of built form does not provide for this. In simple terms if a scheme is
considered acceptable from a landscape and visual perspective and has no impact on the character
of the settlement it should not be refused by virtue of having one house over the threshold for a minor
development.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-829

Response Date

17/09/19 14:53

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-829.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The key aim of this Policy is to protect and enhance the beauty and character of the countryside. The
Policy defines the countryside as land which lies outside the existing built form of a settlement identified
in the settlement hierarchy. Whilst that is the case at present, a number of sites on the edge of
settlements (in the countryside) are proposed to be allocated as housing sites in the PD. Accordingly,
for clarity it is considered that reference should be made to the fact that the proposed housing and
employment allocations in the PD are not treated as “Development in the Countryside” for the purposes
of this Policy. This is particularly important given that Part (b) of the Policy refers to the protection of
the best and most versatile agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 and 3a) from development; as such, in the
absence of any explicit reference to the fact that this Policy does not apply to the proposed housing
and employment allocations, there is the risk that the development of such sites could be found to
conflict with this Policy (which our Client assumes is not the intention).
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-962

Response Date

17/09/19 15:58

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12
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Files

2019-09-17 Berkeley DeVeer, Darlington Road LPreg 19 -960 _redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We note the Council’s preferred approach is to leave the designated Countryside and (by definition)
settlement boundaries undefined. Instead, paragraph 3.49 states: The distinction between the built
form of settlements and the countryside surrounding them is vital to interpretation of several policies
in the plan that shape where unallocated development proposals may or may not be considered
appropriate. Paragraph 3.49 goes on to state: A decision as to whether land is considered to be part
of the built form will be made on a case by case basis taking account of all prevailing circumstances.
In the absence of a defined settlement boundary for Northallerton we trust that the site in question and
the ongoing development to the north and east are considered to be within the “built form” and the
development of this site would be considered appropriate in principle.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-817

Response Date

17/09/19 15:31

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 Linton LPreg19-814.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Berkeley DeVeer supports the definition of ‘built form’ within this policy, to enable the clear interpretation
of this Policy, particularly, “the buildings of the main part of the settlement and land closely associated
with them.” However the latter part, “Land which is associated with the countryside is not considered
to form part of the built form” is more ambiguous in terms of whether this refers to the use of the land
or its physical association. It is essential to developers that it is clear if the policy is to be effective in
its implementation in accordance with paragraph 35 of the NPPF which requires policies to be deliverable
over the plan period. If the policy cannot be clearly understood then it cannot be clearly implemented
and is therefore not deliverable. Notwithstanding the above, based on the definition of the built form
as it is currently written, our client’s site is physically contained within the built form of Linton-On-Ouse
and therefore is not restricted for development by this Policy. The site is bound on three sides by
existing buildings within the settlement, and is well connected to the services and facilities within the
village. Our client’s site does not form an allocation as part of this draft Plan, nor it is located within
the countryside by virtue of it being within the built form. The site thus forms ‘white land’ and should
be considered favourable for development in order to support the wider village. However, we maintain
the view that this site should be identified as an allocation within this draft plan to maintain future growth
in the provision of housing in this service village and provide certainty to the developer. Berkeley
DeVeer consider this policy to be positively prepared, justified and consistent with national policy, but
question its effectiveness as discussed in paragraph 3.22. Further clarification is needed for this policy
to be sound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1020

Response Date

17/09/19 15:50

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 Litchfields Taylor Wimpey_redacted
LPreg19-1017.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Draft Policy S5 defines the ‘built form’ of a settlement as being “…the buildings of the main part of the
settlement and land closely associated with them”. To ensure the effectiveness of draft Policy SP5,
the term ‘land closely associated with them’ should be clarified in the draft Local Plan as meaning land
that is within close proximity to or functionally and/or physically linked to the main settlement area.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-880

Response Date

17/09/19 09:21

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 Aiskew Farm_redacted LPreg19-877.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In order to assist with the potential shortfall of homes in the plan period and to add flexibility to the
plan, the Council have removed the settlement limits from the plan and incorporated part of the text
from the Interim Planning Guidance to allow development adjacent to the settlement limits. Full
consideration is given to this in comments on the housing chapter. However it should be noted that in
terms of assisting in meeting the Councils housing needs, this will continue to provide a windfall
allowance, however it is unlikely to provide a contribution to the councils affordable housing needs
due to the limitations on the scale of development. The Policy seeks to restrict development in the
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Countryside and provides guidance as to what is defined as countryside, which links directly to Policy
HG5. It is defined within the Policy as “land outside the existing built form of a settlement identified in
the settlement hierarchy in Policy S3 ‘Spatial Distribution’”. The built form is defined as “the buildings
of the main part of the settlement and land closely associated with them. L and which is associated
with the countryside is not considered to form part of the built form”. We fully support the Council’s
decision to not pursue defined development limits within the Local Plan however consider that the
definition of “built form” within the Policy is too restrictive. And open to interpretation. The plan needs
to be clear to applicants and the Council on its interpretation, however at present the definition of built
form does not provide for this. In simple terms, if a scheme is considered acceptable from a landscape
and visual perspective and has no impact on the character of the settlement it should not be refused
by virtue of having one house over the threshold for a minor development. The Policy seeks to restrict
development in the Countryside and provides guidance as to what is defined as countryside, which
links directly to Policy HG5. It is defined within the Policy as “land outside the existing built form of a
settlement identified in the settlement hierarchy in Policy S3 ‘Spatial Distribution’”. The built form is
defined as “the buildings of the main part of the settlement and land closely associated with them.
Land which is associated with the countryside is not considered to form part of the built form”. We fully
support the Council’s decision to not pursue defined development li mits within the Local Plan however
consider that the definition of “built form” within the Policy is too restrictive. And open to interpretation.
The plan needs to be clear to applicants and the Council on its interpretation, however at present the
definition of built form does not provide for this. In simple terms, if a scheme is considered acceptable
from a landscape and visual perspective and has no impact on the character of the settlement it should
not be refused by virtue of having one house over the threshold for a minor development.
Comment by

Mr Steve Barker (1046388)

Comment ID

LPreg19-926

Response Date

17/09/19 14:08

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 S_Barker_redacted PLreg19-918.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Policy seeks to restrict development in the Countryside and provides guidance as to what is
defined as countryside. It is defined within the Policy as “land outside the existing built form of a
settlement identified in the settlement hierarchy in Policy S3 ‘Spatial Distribution’”. The built form is
defined as “the buildings of the main part of the settlement and land closely associated with them.
Land which is associated with the countryside is not considered to form part of the built form”. We fully
support the Council’s decision to not pursue defined development limits within the Local Plan however
consider that the definition of “built form” within the Policy is too restrictive and open to interpretation.
The plan needs to be clear to applicants and the Council on its interpretation, however, at present the
definition of built form does not provide for this. In simple terms, if a scheme is considered acceptable
from a landscape and visual perspective and has no impact on the character of the settlement, it should
not be refused by virtue of having one house over the threshold of a minor development.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr Steve Barker (1046388)

Comment ID

LPreg19-921

Response Date

17/09/19 13:48

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 S_Barker_redacted PLreg19-918.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In order to assist with the potential shortfall of homes in the plan period and to add flexibility to the
plan, the Council have removed the settlement limits from the plan and incorporated part of the text
from the Interim Planning Guidance to allow development adjacent to the settlement limits. Full
consideration is given to this in comments within the Windfall Development Section of these
representations. However it should be noted that in terms of assisting in meeting the Councils housing
needs, this will continue to provide a windfall allowance, however it is unlikely to provide a contribution
to the councils affordable housing needs due to the limitations on the scale of development.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr B Tweddle (1229016)

Comment ID

LPreg19-802

Response Date

17/09/19 11:14

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 East Cowton_redacted LPreg19-796.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Policy seeks to restrict development in the Countryside and provides guidance as to what is
defined as countryside, which links directly to Policy HG5. It is defined within the Policy as "land outside
the existing built form of a settlement identified in the settlement hierarchy in Policy S3 'Spatial
Distribution'. The built form is defined as "the buildings of the main part of the settlement and land
closely associated with them. Land which is associated with the countryside is not considered to form
part of the built form!. We fully support the Council’s decision to not pursue defined development limits
within the Local Plan however consider that the definition of “built form” within the Policy is too restrictive.
And open to interpretation. The plan needs to be clear to applicants and the Council on its interpretation,
however at present the definition of built form does not provide for this. In simple terms if a scheme is
considered acceptable from a landscape and visual perspective and has no impact on the character
of the settlement it should not be refused by virtue of having one house over the threshold for a minor
development.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr B Tweddle (1229016)

Comment ID

LPreg19-798

Response Date

17/09/19 10:32

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 East Cowton_redacted LPreg19-796.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In order to assist with the potential shortfall of homes in the plan period and to add flexibility to the
plan, the Council have removed the settlement limits from the plan and incorporated part of the text
from the Interim Planning Guidance to allow development adjacent to the settlement limits. Full
consideration is given to this in comments on the housing chapter. However, it should be noted that
in terms of assisting in meeting the Councils housing needs, this will continue to provide a windfall
allowance, however it is unlikely to provide a contribution to the councils affordable housing needs
due to the limitations on the scale of development.
Comment by

Messers L & M Faulkner (1049771)

Comment ID

LPreg19-752

Response Date

16/09/19 09:47

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 Brafferton Manor Farm_redacted
LPreg19-749.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In order to assist with the potential shortfall of homes in the plan period and to add flexibility to the
plan, the Council have removed the settlement limits from the plan and incorporated part of the text
from the Interim Planning Guidance to allow development adjacent to the settlement limits. Full
consideration is given to this in comments on the housing chapter. However, it should be noted that
in terms of assisting in meeting the Councils housing needs, this will continue to provide a windfall
allowance, however it is unlikely to provide a contribution to the councils affordable housing needs
due to the limitations on the scale of development.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mary Fisher (1027547)

Comment ID

LPreg19-811

Response Date

17/09/19 14:05

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Mary Fisher-Shipton_redacted
LPreg19-804.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Policy seeks to restrict development in the Countryside and provides guidance as to what is
defined as countryside, which links directly to Policy HG5. It is defined within the Policy as “land outside
the existing built form of a settlement identified in the settlement hierarchy in Policy S3 ‘Spatial
Distribution’”. The built form is defined as “the buildings of the main part of the settlement and land
closely associated with them. Land which is associated with the countryside is not considered to form
part of the built form”. We fully support the Council’s decision to not pursue defined development limits
within the Local Plan however consider that the definition of “built form” within the Policy is too restrictive.
And open to interpretation. The plan needs to be clear to applicants and the Council on its interpretation,
however at present the definition of built form does not provide for this. In simple terms if a scheme is
considered acceptable from a landscape and visual perspective and has no impact on the character
of the settlement it should not be refused by virtue of having one house over the threshold for a minor
development.
Comment by

Mary Fisher (1027547)

Comment ID

LPreg19-807

Response Date

17/09/19 11:44

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Mary Fisher-Shipton_redacted
LPreg19-804.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In order to assist with the potential shortfall of homes in the plan period and to add flexibility to the
plan, the Council have removed the settlement limits from the plan and incorporated part of the text
from the Interim Planning Guidance to allow development adjacent to the settlement limits. Full
consideration is given to this in comments on the housing chapter. However, it should be noted that
in terms of assisting in meeting the Councils housing needs, this will continue to provide a windfall
allowance, however it is unlikely to provide a contribution to the councils affordable housing needs
due to the limitations on the scale of development.
Comment by

Ingleby Arncliffe Parish Council (Mr Clive Walley 1225565)

Comment ID

LPreg19-313

Response Date

17/09/19 12:25

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.5

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Having changed from “development boundaries” to “built form” as part of the definition of “countryside,”
all Parishes (irrespective of whether any land in that Parish had been earmarked for new housing)
should be given a map showing the “built form,” so they can consider making any necessary
representations. The proposed definition of what constitutes open countryside should consider what
the land in question has been used for and its connection with the land its links to, within the settlement’s
built form, rather than just relying for its definition on what borders such land.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Providing all Parish's and/or authorities with a built-form map.
To amend the proposed definitions of open countryside.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Tanfield Lodge Estate ( - 1049685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-993

Response Date

17/09/19 12:21
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Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We note the council’s preferred approach is to leave the designated Countryside and (by association)
settlement boundaries undefined. Instead, paragraph 3.49 states: The distinction between the built
form of settlements and the countryside surrounding them is vital to interpretation of several policies
in the plan that shape where unallocated development proposals may or may not be considered
appropriate. Paragraph 3.49 goes on to state: A decision as to whether land is considered to be part
of the built form will be made on a case by case basis taking account of all prevailing circumstances.
Policy S5 identifies the “countryside” as being land outside of the existing built form of a settlement
and that those listed in the settlement hierarchy. This is defined as the buildings of the main part of
the settlement and land closely associated with them. It is considered that this approach is a reasonable
and flexible approach to exercise planning judgement, rather than a scheme which defines absolute
development limits. It is considered that this approach would allow further windfall opportunities to
come forward within the existing built form of the village of West Tanfield. In the absence of a proposed
settlement boundary designation we trust that the land at WST 1 is regarded as part of the built form
and the adjoining/ built development along Nosterfield Road/Moor Lane to the south and east are
considered to be within and part of the “built form” of West Tanfield and acceptable for development
in principle. In the event that modifications propose to introduce settlement boundaries we trust that
built development plus frontage land to the east along Nosterfield Road will be included within the
defined West Tanfield settlement boundary Key Diagram The Key Diagram at figure 3.1 indicates the
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spatial strategy of the Local Plan. This indicates West Tanfield on the boundary of the District as a
Service Village. This is consistent the role of the settlement. Section 4: Supporting Economic Growth
Within the justification to this section it denies the importance of the prosperity of the District, in particular
ensuring a robust and healthy rural economy
Comment by

Mr Wigan (1227691)

Comment ID

LPreg19-680

Response Date

06/09/19 16:36

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-06 Mr Wigan - Raskelf.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client supports the definition of ‘built form’ used within Policy S5 as “the buildings of the main part
of the settlement and land closely associated with them” as it is a flexible definition which would not
restrict sustainable development at Raskelf. Further clarification is also provided within the table
included in the subtext of Policy S5 regarding the exact definition of built form and corresponding
implementation guidance. Our view is that subject to this definition, our client’s land interests at Raskelf
would fall within the built form of Raskelf and is therefore suitable for residential development and
should be allocated as such. In addition, the Sites located within the built form would also be supported
as a windfall housing development under policy HG5. Our client also supports the unambiguous policy
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wording and supporting text relating to Policy S5 and consider it to be in line with national policy,
notably paragraph 16 of the NPPF which requires Local Plans to “contain policies that are clearly
written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker should react to development proposals”.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-554

Response Date

03/09/19 12:20

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support the requirement that development in the countryside will only be supported where it is
specifically supported by one of the plan’s Policies or national policy guidance and would not harm
the character, appearance and environmental qualities of the area in which it is located. Hambleton
has a high-quality environment and it is essential that the needs of the District are met in a manner
which safeguards the elements which make it so distinctive and which help sustain its economic
well-being. We welcome the reference to the need to have regard to Policy E5. This will alert users of
the Plan that they would need to comply with the provisions of that Policy where a proposal is for the
reuse or adaptation of a historic building.
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Comment by

Mr & Mrs Charles & Shaw (1228982)

Comment ID

LPreg19-777

Response Date

16/09/19 14:01

Consultation Point

S 5 Development in the Countryside (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-16 Tollerton LPreg19-777_site plan.pdf
2019-09-16 Tollerton LPreg19-777_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We note the council’s preferred approach is to leave the designated Countryside and (by association)
settlement boundaries undefined. Instead, paragraph 3.49 states: The distinction between the built
form of settlements and the countryside surrounding them is vital to interpretation of several policies
in the plan that shape where unallocated development proposals may or may not be considered
appropriate. Paragraph 3.49 goes on to state: A decision as to whether land is considered to be part
of the built form will be made on a case by case basis taking account of all prevailing circumstances.
In the absence of a defined settlement boundary to Topcliffe we trust that the land in question and the
adjoining built development along School Lane, to the north, west and south east are considered to
be within the “built form” of Topcliffe and acceptable for development in principle. In the event that
modifications propose to introduce settlement boundaries we trust that built development plus frontage
land to the eastern side of School Lane will be included within the defined Topcliffe settlement boundary.
To help illustrate this point the enclosed red line location plan also shows a suggested extent of built
form in blue. This delineates the potential settlement boundary to enclose current built development
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to the east side of School Lane plus the western half of our client’s main landholding as rounding off
(i.e. land that has development on three sides).
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-557

Response Date

03/09/19 12:27

Consultation Point

3.49 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support the criteria that are intended to be used to determine whether or not a site forms part of
the built form or lies within the open countryside. We especially welcome the inclusion of the exclusion
of land which forms important views to or from a Listed Building or Conservation Area.
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Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-558

Response Date

03/09/19 13:01

Consultation Point

S 6: York Green Belt (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support this Policy which will assist in protecting that part of the York Green Belt which lies within
the Plan area. As such it will help safeguard the character and setting of the historic City of York.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-559

Response Date

03/09/19 13:05

Consultation Point

S 7: The Historic Environment (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
NPPF Paragraph 17 sets out a requirement that development plans include Strategic Policies to
address each local planning authority’s priorities for development and other use of land in its area.
Paragraph 20 makes it clear that Local Plans should include Strategic Policies that address the
conservation and enhancement of the historic environment. This Strategic Policy provides an excellent
overarching framework for the management of the historic environment of the District, setting out which
elements of its historic environment are of especial importance to the distinctive character of the District
and providing clear guidance as to the approach the decision-maker should take when considering
development proposals.
Comment by

David Holmes Properties Ltd (Mr David Holmes 1025236)

Comment ID

LPreg19-937

Response Date

17/09/19 16:43
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Consultation Point

S 7 The Historic Environment (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.18

Files

2019-09-17 David Holmes Properties LPreg19-936.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
David Holmes Properties Limited objects to the wording of Policy S7 and E5 [see LPreg19-938], in
particular the following paragraphs: Policy S7: “A proposal affecting a designated heritage asset (or
an archaeological site of national importance) must conserve those elements which contribute to its
significance. Harm to such elements will only be supported where it is clearly justified and outweighed
by the public benefits of the proposal. Substantial harm or total loss to the significance of a designated
heritage asset (or an archaeological site of national importance) will only be supported in those
circumstances set out in the NPPF. A proposal which would remove, harm or undermine the significance
of a non-designated heritage asset will only be supported where the benefits are considered sufficient
to outweigh the harm having regard to the significance of the asset.” The wording should be amended
so it is in line with paragraph 196 of NPPF to state, “A proposal affecting a designated heritage asset
(or an archaeological site of national importance) must conserve those elements which contribute to
its significance. Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance
of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal
including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use.”.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The wording should be amended so it is in line with paragraph 196 of NPPF to state, “A proposal
affecting a designated heritage asset (or an archaeological site of national importance) must conserve
those elements which contribute to its significance. Where a development proposal will lead to less
than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed
against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable
use.”.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
David Holmes Properties Limited would like the opportunity to attend any hearing session relevant to
Land at Skottowe Crescent to answer any questions the Inspector may have on the site and also
defend any objections from third parties.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-560

Response Date

03/09/19 13:06

Consultation Point

3.59 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The role that the historic environment plays might be better expressed though a slight amendment to
the opening sentences of this Paragraph. Moreover other than for Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas, the Council does not have a ‘duty’ to conserve and enhance the significance of its heritage
assets.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Paragraph 3.59, first sentence amend to read;-The historic environment plays and important role in
the social and economic well-being of Hambleton’s communities and to the distinctive character of
its town, villages and countryside. It is important, therefore, that the District’s heritage assets
areappropriately conserved and enhanced. It is important….etc”

Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-562

Response Date

03/09/19 13:11
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Consultation Point

3.61 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Paragraph 3.61 deals with designated heritage assets. Since, unregistered Park and Gardens are
non-designated heritage assets, it would be more logical if they were moved to the following Paragraph.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
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It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Paragraph 3.61, third bullet-point delete the part of the sentence relating to unregistered Parks
and Gardens and move it to Paragraph 3.62

Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-563

Response Date

03/09/19 13:14

Consultation Point

3.62 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version
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Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
It would be helpful to users of the document to remind them that the vast majority of archaeological
sites across the District are not only undesignated but, even so, are something which might warrant
consideration in determining development proposals.The County Archaeologist could probably suggest
a form of wording which you would be able to use.
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Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Amend accordingly

Comment by

CPRE ( - 1226618)

Comment ID

LPreg19-454

Response Date

20/08/19 15:34

Consultation Point

3.62 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.3

Files

2019-08-20 CPRE LPreg19-438 451 453 454.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Paragraph 3.62 of the emerging plan deals with non-designated heritage assets (NDHAs).
CPRENorthYorkshire welcome the recognition afforded to NDHAs, however, given recent changes to
government guidance it is considered that the Council may wish to strengthen this policy and make
more proactive mention of the identification of NDHAs through local and neighbourhood plan making
processes alongside ensuring that the identification of NDHAs will be based on sound evidence and
preferably adopted criteria. It is believed that this will ensure the plan is consistent with national policy
and effective.
Comment by

Tanfield Lodge Estate ( - 1049685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1056

Response Date

17/09/19 10:56

Consultation Point

The Key Diagram (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Key Diagram at figure 3.1 indicates the spatial strategy of the Local Plan. This indicates West
Tanfield on the boundary of the District as a Service Village. This is consistent the role of the settlement.
Comment by

Tanfield Lodge Estate ( - 1049685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1057

Response Date

17/09/19 10:58

Consultation Point

4 Supporting Economic Growth (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Within the justification to this section it denies the importance of the prosperity of the District, in particular
ensuring a robust and healthy rural economy
Comment by

Easingwold Town Council (Mrs J Bentley - 1025359)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-761
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4 Supporting Economic Growth (View)
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2019-09-17 Easingwold Town Council
LPreg19-656_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We are also concerned about the ability for our town to achieve a satisfactory level of economic growth
to support our population. Whilst our population is aging, we also have an increasing use of Easingwold
as a commuter town for York or even Harrogate or Leeds. We face our younger people moving away
for education and employment. Not only are our younger people unable to afford suitable
accommodation in the town, but they are also struggling to find suitable work or training. There is very
little provision in this plan for the economic development of Easingwold (as will also be discussed
later). The draft Local Plan addresses the need to expand our primary school and shows an adequate
secondary schooling provision will remain at the local Outwood Academy. However, we are struggling
to see ample provision for our older young people. Provisions that will help them retain their place and
life within the local community. We fail to see Easingwold centric provisions such as job-based training
and learning schemes and scholarships, apprenticeships or local college places. We know from
experience that if our young people leave home they often do not return. Economy & Employment
ETC is actively engaged in supporting the economic development of Easingwold. We have encouraged
the creation and continuation of the Easingwold Business Forum. We have been very active in the
Vibrant Market Towns initiative, by encouraging visitors, supporting events, and providing outdoor
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space for a ‘coffee-culture’ to develop. However, we feel that much more could be done and that
gradually we now have a town that is becoming either a retirement home or dormitory for other towns’
workers. In this regard, we believe that the draft Local Plan is significantly lacking in adequate provisions.
We are very concerned that more provision is made. We have already mentioned that we want to
encourage our young people to stay, become well-trained and effective members of our community.
We wish to ensure that our market town is truly vibrant. We need the education, training, job and home
opportunities that will support this wish. Examining this issue alongside the housing discussion above,
it seems to Easingwold may be in a ‘Catch 22’ situation where there is little low-cost housing available
for young people and this is being combined with very little employment opportunity in the area. As a
result, young people will go elsewhere to live and work. Damage is already being done and the new
plan does very little to correct this. Our recent new businesses start-ups have been coffee shops,
hairdressers and undertakers. Our local population could be forgiven in thinking that our planners wish
to make us ‘God's Waiting Room’! Many large employers in Easingwold such as Ward's Trailers, Long's
Agricultural Engineers and Mallinson's Textiles have long since disappeared and their sites have been
converted into new housing developments. The existing Business Park on Stillington Road seems to
be forgotten about and no longer promoted at all. It would be beneficial if it was actually finished off,
tidied up and promoted to try and used to encourage new businesses to Easingwold. The access road
is still left unfinished and waiting for its final coat of tarmac. The only signage is small and battered.
ETC fully wishes Easingwold to fulfil its role as the vibrant and distinct centre of services and facilities
for local and surrounding communities in Southern Hambleton. We would wish to secure enhanced
retail, cultural, leisure and visitor facilities; supported by growth in homes and jobs, coordinated with
infrastructure improvements. However, we are struggling to see how these are being provided for
across the whole Local Plan.
Comment by

Mr Simon Smith (1225636)

Comment ID

LPreg19-365

Response Date

17/09/19 16:44

Consultation Point

EG 1: Meeting Hambleton's Employment Requirement
(View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.9

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The allocation of land at Leeming Bar is supported as is the level of allocation proposed (20.65ha).
Both reflect the strategic role of Leeming Bar to provide employment land to meet the future needs of
the district to 2035 and to enable delivery of the Council’s Economic Strategy ‘A Place to Grow’ which
promotes inward investment. The scale of allocation means that LEB3 is best-suited to meet the need
for employment land at Leeming Bar at a single site. It is well-related to the existing Industrial Estate
with immediate access from the A1 and so with good connection to the strategic national transport
network. Part of site LEB3 is owned by the Representor and is suitable and available for development
for employment purposes as part of the wider allocation. Access to LEB3 could be achieved directly
from the Bedale By-pass but, if this for any reason was not feasible, could be achieved from a new
spur taken from the existing roundabout (created to accommodate the Bedale By-pass). The access
would pass through land which forms part of a site previously assessed for allocation in the Local Plan
and known as B/004/010. This land is owned by the representor and would be available for such use.
However, the proposed safeguarding of 10 ha of land (SAFEGUARD (Lbar Ext)) to the east of LEB3
is not supported. Future employment development would be better achieved on the site formerly known
as B/004/010 before resorting to the land proposed to be safeguarded. The proposed safeguarded
land represents a major extension into open countryside which will be highly visible from the by-pass.
In contrast Site B/004/010 is contained on all sides by development: the existing industrial estate,
LEB3, the by-pass and development forming part of Leeming Bar to the south. Although smaller than
the land proposed to be safeguarded it should be first used to meet future employment needs before
encroaching further into open countryside. Although site B/004/010 was initially identified as a Preferred
Site it is not clear why it has been excluded from the Publication Draft of the Plan. Employment use
was supported by the owner. However, the site appears to have been assessed only for housing
purposes in the Sustainability Appraisal submitted with the PLP. This is evident from questions 11, 13
and 15 of the Appraisal which refers to site B/004/010 ‘only being considered for residential development’
and ‘has the potential to provide mix of housing types, and tenures’. If it had been properly assessed
for employment purposes it is likely to have ‘scored’ better than the SAFEGUARD (Lbar Ext) site with
red scores unlikely for question 5c) in the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment (is the development in
an area where noise, dust light or smell is likely to cause nuisance to new or existing residents?) or
5d) (is the proposed preferred use for the site appropriate to the land uses of the surrounding land?).
Policy EG1 is considered sound in respect of the amount of land to be provided in the district for
employment purposes, the general location of such land along principal transport corridors and the
allocation of LEB3. However, Policy EG1 is not considered to be sound in its allocation of site
SAFEGUARD (Lbar Ext) to provide additional capacity to the allocated employment land provision.
This approach is neither effective nor justified. The site known as B/004/010 should be allocated in its
place to make the Plan sound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
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You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Policy EG1 is not considered to be sound in its allocation of site SAFEGUARD (Lbar Ext) to provide
additional capacity to the allocated employment land provision. This approach is neither effective nor
justified.
The site known as B/004/010 should be allocated in its place to make the Plan sound.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To ensure that the benefits of the proposed change to safeguarded land can be fully understood
Comment by

Mr Simon Smith (1055014)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1012

Response Date

17/09/19 14:27

Consultation Point

EG 1 Meeting Hambleton's Employment Requirement
(View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 Barber Titleys LPreg19-1010.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The allocation of land at Leeming Bar is supported as is the level of allocation proposed (20.65ha).
Both reflect the strategic role of Leeming Bar to provide employment land to meet the future needs of
the district to 2035 and to enable delivery of the Council’s Economic Strategy ‘A Place to Grow’ which
promotes inward investment. The scale of allocation means that LEB3 is best-suited to meet the need
for employment land at Leeming Bar at a single site. It is well-related to the existing Industrial Estate
with immediate access from the A1 and so with good connection to the strategic national transport
network. Part of site LEB3 is owned by the Representor and is suitable and available for development
for employment purposes as part of the wider allocation. Access to LEB3 could be achieved directly
from the Bedale By-pass but, if this for any reason was not feasible, could be achieved from a new
spur taken from the existing roundabout (created to accommodate the Bedale By-pass). The access
would pass through land which forms part of a site previously assessed for allocation in the Local Plan
and known as B/004/010. This land is owned by the representor and would be available for such use.
However, the proposed safeguarding of 10 ha of land (SAFEGUARD (Lbar Ext)) to the east of LEB3
is not supported. Future employment development would be better achieved on the site formerly known
as B/004/010 before resorting to the land proposed to be safeguarded. The proposed safeguarded
land represents a major extension into open countryside which will be highly visible from the by-pass.
In contrast Site B/004/010 is contained on all sides by development: the existing industrial estate,
LEB3, the by-pass and development forming part of Leeming Bar to the south. Although smaller than
the land proposed to be safeguarded it should be first used to meet future employment needs before
encroaching further into open countryside. Although site B/004/010 was initially identified as a Preferred
Site it is not clear why it has been excluded from the Publication Draft of the Plan. Employment use
was supported by the owner. However, the site appears to have been assessed only for housing
purposes in the Sustainability Appraisal submitted with the PLP. This is evident from questions 11, 13
and 15 of the Appraisal which refers to site B/004/010 ‘only being considered for residential development’
and ‘has the potential to provide mix of housing types, and tenures’. If it had been properly assessed
for employment purposes it is likely to have ‘scored’ better than the SAFEGUARD (Lbar Ext) site with
red scores unlikely for question 5c) in the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment (is the development in
an area where noise, dust light or smell is likely to cause nuisance to new or existing residents?) or
5d) (is the proposed preferred use for the site appropriate to the land uses of the surrounding land?).
Policy EG1 is considered sound in respect of the amount of land to be provided in the district for
employment purposes, the general location of such land along principal transport corridors and the
allocation of LEB3. However, Policy EG1 is not considered to be sound in its allocation of site
SAFEGUARD (Lbar Ext) to provide additional capacity to the allocated employment land provision.
This approach is neither effective nor justified. The site known as B/004/010 should be allocated in its
place to make the Plan sound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The site known as B/004/010 should be allocated in its place to make the Plan sound.

Comment by

Dalton 009 Ltd ( Peter Jeffery Davison - 1228205)

Comment ID

LPreg19-730

Response Date

17/09/19 10:40

Consultation Point

EG 1 Meeting Hambleton's Employment Requirement
(View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 Dalton 009 Ltd LPreg19-730_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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This policy confirms the proposed allocation of site referenced 'DAI 1: Extension to Dalton Industrial
Estate, Dalton' as a Strategic Location for the development of business uses on the site area of 24.57ha.
We support and welcome the allocation. The proposals accord with the overall economic strategy
identified through the local plan evidence base documents and wider strategic economic policies,
including the Strategic Economic Plana and the Council’s Economic Development Strategy. The site
is accessibly located and benefits from proximity to an established industrial location. The scale of the
opportunity at Dalton will allow for development which may be more difficult to accommodate in other
locations within Hambleton, giving a commercial advantage to the District. It is agreed that the site is
capable of offering greater occupier flexibility od use and the potential for large scale investment, taking
advantage of the strategic infrastructure investment which has recently been made at Dalton. The site
is currently being marketed for development and the site owners have received significant interest,
demonstrating the deliverability of the site as a viable employment location. A current planning
application is under consideration for the development of part of the site and this will form the initial
phase of the development of the opportunity. The allocation of the land at Dalton in Policy EG 1 is
considered sound.
Comment by

Barber Titleys ( Tim Axe - 1027332)

Comment ID

LPreg19-483

Response Date

30/08/19 09:56

Consultation Point

EG 1 Meeting Hambleton's Employment Requirement
(View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-08-30 Axe 3 LPreg 19-477-479-481-483.pdf (1)

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The allocation of site EAS 2, to meet the need to provide 77.6 hectares of employment land in the
district in the Plan period, is supported. The site is available and developable. The site is accessed
from the A19 and is in line with the York, North Yorkshire and East Riding Local Enterprise Partnership’s
Economic Plan which aims to foster economic growth with an emphasis on developing such growth
along the A1M/ A19 growth corridor. It also supports the spatial vision of the PDLP which is based on
directing growth to market towns and along transport corridors. Allocation of EAS 2 accords with both
these objectives.
Comment by

Martin Scott (1229009)

Comment ID

LPreg19-793

Response Date

17/09/19 09:12

Consultation Point

EG 2 Protection and Enhancement of Existing
Employment Land (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 Bagby Airfield_redacted LPreg19-793.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
As Our clients land is not included in any existing allocation redevelopment would rely upon policies
within the plan. Policy EG2 provides guidance on the redevelopment of sites, which provides guidance
relevant to our clients site, however it limits its provisions to B1, B2 and B8 uses. It is considered that
at present this policy is unsound as it does not allow the provisions to be applied to other employment
sites in the district, such as Bagby Airfield. In order to make the plan sound it should either list the
airfield or widen the sites it is applicable to. Without this the policy is not considered effective and is
unsound. Notwithstanding this, we note Policy EG7 relates to Rural Businesses and could be considered
appropriate, however it too has issues that we object to in terms of its effectiveness and the soundness
of this policy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Simon Bailes Ltd ( - 1225663)

Comment ID

LPreg19-332

Response Date

17/09/19 14:24

Consultation Point

EG 2 Protection and Enhancement of Existing
Employment Land (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.6

Files

Land at Darlington Road, Northallerton - Location Plan

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Not sound for the reasons set out below. 1. Inconsistency between Draft Policy EG2 and Policies Map
In preparing Local Plans, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (paragraph 16) requires
policies to be clearly written and unambiguous. The Publication Draft of the new Local Plan for
Hambleton District fails to meet this requirement. Draft policy EG2 ‘Protection and Enhancement of
Existing Employment Land’ states that key and general employment locations are defined on the
policies map. It identifies ‘Northallerton Industrial Area, east and west of Darlington Road’ as a key
employment location. This is reflected again in paragraph 4.22 of the supporting text for the draft policy.
However, on the supporting Policies Map Inset 40A (in conjunction with the map legend) the
‘Northallerton Industrial Area’ is identified as a general employment location and is labelled “EG3”.
EG3 relates to Town Centre Boundaries. Therefore, there is an inconsistency between draft policy
EG2 and the Inset Map 40A. This point needs to be clarified/corrected to enable consultees to properly
consider and comment on a fully informed basis. It is not clear, for example, if it is just the labelling
that is incorrect, or the map, or the legend, or a combination of all these. 2. Allocation of ‘Darlington
Road’ as an employment location Land immediately to the east of Darlington Road and south of
Thurston Road in Northallerton (as shown on the supporting plan), is a vacant parcel of land with no
existing employment use. It does not fall within a site-specific designation in the current adopted
Development Plan for Hambleton District. The Publication Draft Local Plan identifies this land as part
of a key or general employment location in the Publication Draft Local Plan (as outlined above,
clarification is required). It is not considered this allocation is justified given the current use of the site
and limited prospect of it being developed for traditional B class uses despite being available for some
time. In circumstances where the evidence suggests employment development on this land is unlikely,
this allocation falls short of the requirements of the NPPF in terms of plan-making i.e. it is not positively
prepared in a way which is deliverable (see paragraph 16). 3. Flexibility for Alternative Uses within
identified employment locations The NPPF requires planning policies to create the conditions in which
businesses can invest; be flexible to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan; and recognise
the specific location requirements of different uses (paragraphs 80 – 82). The Framework also requires
planning policies to reflect changes in the demand for land. Land should be reallocated for a more
deliverable use where there is no reasonable prospect in it coming forward for its allocated use
(paragraph 120). For key employment locations, draft policy EG2 only supports sui generis uses where
it is demonstrated “there is no suitable land or buildings available within a general employment location
or site allocated for employment development”.This sequential approach is not considered appropriate
as it does not meet the requirements of NPPF. Some sui generis uses, such as petrol filling stations
and car showrooms, have specific locational requirements which may only be accommodated in key
employment areas (despite availability elsewhere). Draft policy EG2 also outlines that proposals for
non-employment uses within key employment areas will only be supported if it can be demonstrated
that the proposed use is ancillary. It is considered that more flexibility is required to allow for
employment-generating uses in such locations regardless of whether these are ancillary to the
surrounding employment development. This will help to accommodate needs not anticipated and
specifically planned for in the local plan which is an objective of the NPPF.
Supporting documents
If you would like you can support your representation with supporting documents. Please provide a description
for any documents you upload and clearly reference them in your representation statement above.
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If you want to refer to a publication that is available elsewhere or that is subject to copyright that you do not
control please provide a link to a website where it is available or give a full reference (including author(s),
full title and date of publication) in your comment.
By submitting a supporting document you give permission for the council to use it for the purposes of drawing
up planning policy for Hambleton and to reproduce the document for such purposes.
Please note: There is no limit to the size of documents that can be uploaded but please only upload relevant
documents and consider the use of extracts for long documents.
To upload more than one document first select your first document and upload it, then save your comment
using the 'Save as draft' button at the bottom of the page. You can then select another document to upload.
Please be aware that documents that are uploaded will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please
take care to make sure that no personal information such as email or postal addresses is included.
Land at Darlington Road, Northallerton - Location Plan
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Draft policy EG2 and the supporting policies map inset 40A should be reviewed to ensure they are
consistent. An opportunity for re-consultation should be provided once these elements of the draft plan
have been updated.
Land immediately to the east of Darlington Road and south of Thurston Road in Northallerton should
not be identified as an employment location. It is vacant land which should not be afforded the protection
set out in draft policy EG2.
Draft policy EG2 should be amended to remove the sequential approach for sui generis uses in key
employment locations. Further flexibly should be provided to allow for employment-generating uses
regardless of whether these are ancillary uses.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Dalton 009 Ltd ( Peter Jeffery Davison - 1228205)

Comment ID

LPreg19-731

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 283

Response Date
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Status
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Email

Version
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Files

2019-09-17 Dalton 009 Ltd LPreg19-731_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
It is noted welcomed that Policy EG 2 identifies that the Strategic Employment allocation at Dalton
would be suitable for B Class uses (use classes B1, B2 and B8). The site is suited to the development
of a range of industrial, storage and distribution uses, providing flexibility to meet various business
requirements. Other sui generis and ancillary business uses can assist in making locations attractive
to business and meet specific requirements for development. It is noted and welcomed that the policy
incorporates the flexibility for such uses to be accommodated where required and justified in planning
applications. The policy is considered sound in this regard.
Comment by

Mrs Thornton (1225463)

Comment ID

LPreg19-244

Response Date

15/09/19 11:47

Consultation Point

EG 3 Town Centre Retail and Leisure Provision (View)

Status

Processed
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Submission Type

Web

Version

0.10

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Easingwold is one of the three district centres along with Bedale and Stokesley. In this policy it is stated
that no further development will be allowed. There is no justified reasoning for this. The three market
towns should be treated equally. The economic climate affects each centre equally , and as such it is
unsound to include this remark in the local draft plan, with no explanation or base evidence as to why.
It is unreasonable to presume that Easingwold will be able to face the challenges of the economic
climate over the next fifteen years better than the other market towns. The statement that 'except
Easingwold' should be removed from the draft thus treating the three market towns equally.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
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It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The reference to 'except Easingwold' should be omitted. It is unsound and not legally compliant in its
treating of Easingwold as an exception.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To further address this issue should it be necessary
Comment by

Mr. Thornton (1225452)

Comment ID

LPreg19-263

Response Date

16/09/19 13:31

Consultation Point

EG 3 Town Centre Retail and Leisure Provision (View)
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Submission Type

Web

Version

0.12

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Easingwold should not be made an exception of, when there is no justification or evidence base to
support this. It should be treated equally to the other district centres of Bedale and Stokesley.,
acknowledging that changes to the retail and town centre economies will affect Easingwold also. Its
opportunities should not be prejudiced.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Removing the reference to except Easingwold, and treating Easingwold equally when there is no
justification for not doing.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Paul Elm Dip TP MRTPI (1025708)

Comment ID

LPreg19-510

Response Date

16/09/19 14:44

Consultation Point

EG 3 Town Centre Retail and Leisure Provision (View)
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2019-09-16 - Paul Elm - EG3_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Challenging the soundness of the Local Plan - Policy EG3 4.23 and 4.28 I am concerned about the
draft policy for Easingwold town centre. The suggested exclusion of further residential use runs contrary
to the Government's up-to-date guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework and the findings
in the G L Hearn report - "Hambleton Retail and Leisure Study". Easingwold has evolved over a
considerable period of time with two focal points, Long Street and the Market Place, although both
have now dispersed patterns of retail outlets/commercial premises. Apart from two supermarkets there
are now very few shops left in Long Street, and Market Place too has suffered from a loss of commercial
premises. This change is in spite of the large amount of new housing being built. Over the last 20
years or so several large scale developments have been built in and around the town, two more are
currently under construction. However, it would seem that this large influx of new residents has done
nothing to support businesses in the town centre. In the last year a long established delicatessen
business has closed and the premises taken over by a funeral director; a gift shop has closed and the
premises are used as a charity shop; and a newsagents closed - the building is still unused. Two banks
have also closed. As a retail centre the town is facing considerable competition from York and its
out-of-town centres, and Thirsk, as well as the new force of internet shopping. It is difficult to see how
this trend might be reversed. There currently seems to be little demand for retail premises in the town.
In the G L Hearn report of 2016, mention is made of the town centre providing the "necessary services
for a centre of its size and does contain some higher quality independent retailers". It then goes on to
comment that "the centre does contain some pubs and cafes however it lacks the 'cafe-culture' which
may be appealing to tourists". Since the publication of the report perhaps the largest "high quality
independent retailer" has closed, although the cafe-culture has increased. Given the current apparent
lack of need for new shop premises in the town I feel it is essential that an amount of flexibility should
be built in to long term planning policies. The Government has recognised that residential development
often plays an important role in ensuring the vitality of centres, and there is no evidence base in the
G L Hearn report that such a use should be resisted. Unlike other towns in the District, Easingwold's
centre has evolved as a mix of town houses, shops and other small-scale commercial uses, but without
a commercial 'centre'. It can clearly be seen that the residential use plays an important role in ensuring
the well-maintained character of the town, as well as its particular vitality. The Local Plan should not
ignore Government guidance on such matters or the findings of the report it commissioned in the
Hambleton Retail and Leisure Study. Further residential use should not therefore be automatically be
precluded.
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Miss Eleanor Davies (1225745)

Comment ID

LPreg19-349
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Section 4.23 includes the text 'A proposal for residential development will be supported in any town
or district centres, except Easingwold Town Centre, where....' The exception of Easingwold does not
meet the test of soundness because> 1) it is not justified - there is no justification at all for the exception
of Easingwold in that section 2) it is not consistent with national policy - section 85.a of the National
Planning Policy Framework states that '(planning policies should) define a network and hierarchy of
town centres and promote their long-term vitality and viability – by allowing them to grow and diversify
in a way that can respond to rapid changes in the retail and leisure industries, allows a suitable mix
of uses (including housing) and reflects their distinctive characters;'
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Remove the text 'except Easingwold Town Centre'
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mr Timothy Wills (1225455)

Comment ID

LPreg19-240
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I consider this part of the document to be “unsound” where it states that Easingwold town centre will
not be supported by any proposals for residential developments. There is no justified evidence base
that substantiates that Easingwold should not be considered equal to the other district centres of
Bedale and Stokesley. All three district centres should be treated equally and therefore I request that
the statement is amended to remove the “except Easingwold” aspect of it.There is no justified evidence
to support Easingwold being made an exception.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
I request that the statement is amended to remove the “except Easingwold” aspect of it.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-564

Response Date

03/09/19 13:16
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EG 3 Town Centre Retail and Leisure Provision (View)
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2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support the requirement that retail and other main town centre uses will be supported where they
respect the settlement’s special architectural and historic interest. All of the District’s town centres lie
within Conservation Areas and each contains a considerable number of Listed Buildings. This aspect
of the Policy will help to ensure that the historic character of these town centres is not harmed.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-565

Response Date

03/09/19 13:18

Consultation Point

EG 3 Town Centre Retail and Leisure Provision (View)
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2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
It is not clear whether the part of the Policy which refers to residential use only relates to the ground
floors or whether it would apply to any part of the property including their upper floors. The reuse of
vacant or underused upper floors for residential use can play a useful role not only in providing
centrally-located accommodation but also in helping increase footfall and hence vitality throughout the
day as well as making more effective use of existing buildings. If this aspect of the Policy does also
relate to upper floors, it is not clear why Easingwold had been excluded. This aspect of Policy EG3
needs reviewing particularly given the clear support in Policy EG4 for the reuse of upper floors within
all of the town centres. suggested changes.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Clarify the intentions of the third Paragraph of Policy EG3 insofar as it relates to residential use of
upper floors in the town centres

Comment by

Mr Timothy Wills (1225455)

Comment ID

LPreg19-239
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This section makes reference to the Hambleton Retail and Leisure Study (October 2016), produced
by G L Hearn. I consider this section fails both the test of soundness and also the test of legal
compliance. The reference to Easingwold town centre and that further residential development will be
resisted using Hambleton Retail and Leisure Study (October 2016) as evidence is “unsound” because
the report did not state this. Instead, this report stated that “careful consideration” should be given to
change of use from retail to residential and the word “resist” was not used. The term “careful
consideration” presumes opinions and arguments will be taken into account.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The Retail and Leisure Study (October 2016) by G L Hearn does not state that development should
be "resisted" and therefore the Local Plan should be amended to reflect this.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Miss Eleanor Davies (1225745)

Comment ID

LPreg19-355

Response Date
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Section 4.28 states that 'In Easingwold town centre further residential development will be resisted in
order to protect the vitality and viability of the centre (Hambleton Retail and Leisure Study (October,
2016))' This does not meet the Tests of Soundness, being most obviously 1) not justified, and 2) is
not consistent with national policy. (arguments could also be made around whether it Positively prepared
and Effective, but any arguments around this are made redundant by the clear lack of justification or
consistency with national policy). First, the wording 'resist' is a strong misrepresentation of the wording
from Section 5.22 of the Hambleton Retail and Leisure Studies, which states - ‘However careful
consideration should be given for further conversions to residential uses which may dilute the primary
shopping area’. The term 'resist' is in no way equivalent to 'careful consideration' - in fact, one would
hope that 'careful consideration' would be given to any planning application. Second, the Hambleton
Retail and Leisure Study from 2016 is outdated - there have been 2 subsequent updates to National
Planning Policy Framework (July 2018; February 2019). Most notable in those updates to the NPPF
is section 85(a) which states: '(Planning policies should) define a network and hierarchy of town centres
and promote their long-term vitality and viability – by allowing them to grow and diversify in a way that
can respond to rapid changes in the retail and leisure industries, allows a suitable mix of uses (including
housing) and reflects their distinctive characters;' A policy to resist any further residential development
over a 15 year period runs counter to a recognition of 'rapid changes in the retail and leisure industries'
as well as the explicit statement around 'a suitable mix of uses (including housing)'.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Remove the sentence 'In Easingwold town centre .... (October, 2016))'
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mrs Thornton (1225463)

Comment ID

LPreg19-245

Response Date

15/09/19 12:34
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The suggestion in this local plan is that there has been evidence from the Retail and Leisure Study
(2016) stating that further residential development in the Easingwold town centre will be resisted, in
order to protect the vitality and viability of the centre. This is not factually correct. There was reference
in this study to suggest that 'careful consideration' should be given to the change of use from retail to
residential. Evidence base says one thing, the local draft plan says something very different - a different
meaning has been drawn from what should have been, it has been misinterpreted. 'Careful consideration'
means to deliberate and come to a conclusion, having taken into account opinions and arguments.
This would enable considering circumstances as at the time. Resist has a very different meaning . The
report by G L Hearne , Hambleton Retail and Leisure report (2016) was commissioned by Hambleton
District Council , and the local draft plan was intended to have been produced somewhat earlier than
is the case. It was stated in this report that Easingwold lacked a cafe culture, that is certainly not the
case now, so that is out of date. It also stated that 24% of people visiting Easingwold was for banks,
services. Since the two banks have closed. Change is happening rapidly in high streets and town
centres. There needs to be flexibility to actually face the current economic climate at the time. The
economy for the next 15 years cannot be predicted. The latest report by the British Retail Consortium
states that economic and political uncertainty means that retailers are facing a challenging environment,
the practical implication is that the plan may no longer meet the challenges faced. It is therefore not
sound to single Easingwold out, and possibly restrict its opportunities with no justifiable ground or
evidence base. It is also not legally compliant to in the process of compiling the plan to change the
meaning of what has been stated in a report commissioned by Hambleton, to give it a completely
different meaning and the implications this may have.
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Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The statement that in Easingwold town centre further residential development will be resisted should
be removed. The draft local plan is using the Hambleton Retail and Leisure Study (2016) as its evidence
base for this statement. This report categorically did not say this. The suggestion was that careful
consideration should be given, therefore this report has used the evidence incorrectly and misinterpreted
the evidence.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To further emphasise the representation if it should be necessary
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The retail policies of this Local Plan have been informed by the Hambleton, Retail and Leisure Study
(October 2016) This study does not state that further residential development should be 'resisted' in
the market of Easingwold town.,This should not be drafted in the local draft plan..The wording was
'careful consideration' should be given to further residential development. This has a totally different
meaning to resist. This is a misinterpretation of the wording and intention of the report. This is 'unsound'
and to comply with legal compliance a process should be followed, the evidence from a report should
be interpreted accurately. The word 'resist ' should be removed and Easingwold should be treated
equally to the other district centres in this study. Market trends show that the alternative retail offers
from out of town shopping centres and the increasing use of the internet (parliament publications show
that online sales have nearly doubled in the last 5 years) mean that change is happening at a rapid
rate in high streets and town centres. This plan needs to allow flexibility and needs to capture and
reflect changing trends. It is noted in the study that reference is made to Easingwold having several
banks, two have closed since then, reference also to Easingwold having alimited number of cafes,
there has been significant change in this regard. It is 'unsound' to consider Easingwold as an exception
to the reality of what is happening in the retail environment, particularly to infer that there was evidence
base to suggest that it should be.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
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What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Remove the wording 'resist' when referring to Easingwold town centre as it has been included incorrectly.
It was never stated in the Hambleton, Retail and Leisure Study ((October 2016) who informed this
local plan. It is unsound to insert words which have such a strong meaning , when the wording used
was something very different..
Also the process when compiling this draft has not been legally compliant to misinterpret information
and reference it to a study.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Primary Retail Area: We are concerned that the plan does not include provisions to expand our primary
retail area. The basis for this request is shown in Appendix 2: Expansion of Easingwold Centre
designated Commercial area (PRA). We base our request on the Government paper “Planning Policy
Statement 6: Planning for Town Centres”. - (para 2.3) “…Set within this regional planning context,
local planning authorities should actively plan for growth and manage change in town centres over the
period of their development plan documents by: Selecting appropriate existing centres to accommodate
the identified need for growth by: where necessary, extending the centre” - (para) 2.58) “…Using
development plan documents, or where considered appropriate, other local strategies, local authorities
should take a positive approach to strengthening local centres and planning for local shops & services
by working with the community - (para 2.61) “…Local planning authorities should adopt policies that
recognise this role and support development which enhances the vitality and viability of market towns…”
and crucially “Local planning authorities should be aware of the extent of rural population which is
dependent on a particular centre…”. We believe that in making their draft local plan HDC have
underestimated our catchment area, which when the community hierarchy is taken into account reaches
some 16,000 people making it of the same magnitude as District’s the other market towns. There is a
need to grow Easingwold’s PRA to be proactive and encourage a strengthening in our economy, rather
than be reactive to threats once they become reality. Easingwold Market Square is already at saturation
for businesses, and for the last 10 months, there have been no properties on the open market for
purchase or rent. The last property to offer change of use business was the Clarks café, 10 months
ago – now EE by Yum deli, while a few other businesses continued but with a change of owner (eg
York Hotel, the Flower Shop & The Fika Rooms). Hearts Boutique have easily managed to sublet
rooms to smaller start-ups and other office buildings have also provided in fill as the demand for space
grows. Easingwold Town Council would like to see the PRA extended to an area extending over the
town centre, comprising the Market Square, Spring Street, Chapel Street, and an area of Long Street
as indicated in our discussions with HDC and the diagram in Appendix 2 below. This being to assure
that our existing retail and commercial locations, especially those peripheral to the town centre, are
resisted from being changed to residential use. Failure to achieve this would threaten a consequent
loss of employment and reduce the economic viability for areas of the town. At the same time, we
would not wish to see commercial/industrial areas demolished and replaced by residential developments
anywhere in the town. ETC wishes to see all its existing business stay and thrive whilst new enterprises
are being created. We struggle to see how this is provided for in the draft Local Plan, we wish to engage
in helping to make this happen. This includes a definite wish to see more young people staying in or
returning to the community and being able to have fulfilling lives in the town. We will fully support
initiatives that bring greater levels of employment, training, transport, leisure and evening economy
that can help our young people – the draft plan lacks initiatives to help this make it happen in our town.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
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What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See above.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The reuse of vacant or underused upper floors for residential use can play a useful role not only in
providing centrally located accommodation but also in helping increase vitality and footfall throughout
the day and in making more effective use of existing buildings. This element ought to be particularly
encouraged in the Policy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Policy EG4, Upper Floor Uses line 1 amend to read:-“A proposal for the reuse of upper floors within
a centre, particularly for residential use, will be supported provided that …”
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Bedale Projects, Bedale Gateway Car park and Coach Park - The site lies adjacent to the boundary
of the Bedale Conservation Area and to the curtilage of the Grade II Listed St Gregory’s House. It
could also impact upon the setting of the Grade I Listed Church of St Gregory. Whilst this may be an
existing allocation in the Adopted Allocations DPD, that document pre-dates the NPPF by over two
years. Consequently, it is necessary to assess whether or not the allocation of this site would be
compatible with the current national policy guidance regarding the conservation of the historic
environment. In order to demonstrate that the allocation of this area is not incompatible with the
requirements of the NPPF, as part of the Evidence Base underpinning the Plan there needs to be an
assessment of what contribution this currently-undeveloped area makes to those elements which
contribute to the significance of the adjacent Listed Building and Conservation Area and what effect
the loss of this site and its subsequent development as a car park might have upon the significance
of those assets.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Before allocating this site AIB3 for development;(1) An assessment needs to be undertaken of the contribution which this site makes to those elements
which contribute towards the significance of the Conservation Area and nearby Listed Buildings and
what impact the loss of this undeveloped site and its subsequent development might have upon
their significance.(2) If it is considered that the development of this site would harm elements which
contribute to their significance, then the Planneeds to set out the measures by which that harm might
be removed or reduced.(3) If, at the end of the process, it is concluded that the development would
still be likely to harm elements which contribute to the significance of these assets, then this site
should not be allocated unless there are clear public benefits that outweigh the harm (as is required
by NPPF, Paragraph 195 or 196).
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
ETC very much welcomes policy EG 5 ‘Vibrant Market Towns’ and are already highly engaged in its
implementation and operation. Easingwold has emphasised the evolution of its town centre to increase
the town’s appeal and keep the centre viable. We believe that there will be an on-going need for this
investment, as market towns can only thrive if they have a clear identity and attraction. Only when they
have the feel of a ‘destination’ and provide an “enjoyable personal shopping experience” are they likely
to compete effectively with on-line and other modern consumer channels. Town Centre Retail & Leisure
Provision: We believe that Easingwold can act as an effective district centre and support the surrounding
villages and rural area across the course of the new Local Plan until 2035. However, it does mean that
investment, particularly in our town centre infrastructure, will be needed. We agree that proposals for
residential development within Easingwold Town Centre should be firmly resisted. We wish to retain
the Easingwold Conservation Area as it is currently defined; but we would wish to see the Primary
Retail Area expanded as discussed above to facilitate growth. We believe that with the town centre
there are three NHS facilities that are likely to become available as a consequence should an NHS
Hub be created on York Road. We would not wish to see the following two converted to private
residential use. - The Paradise Medical Centre, Crabmill Lane we would strongly request to see this
acquired for use as an essential overspill car park for the town as is the norm for the other market
towns. - Tanpit Lodge would ideally be redeveloped as a modern care/nursing home facility Vibrant
Market Towns: The vibrancy of Easingwold is key to its well-being as a community throughout the plan
and a major concern for ETC. We are already working with the Vibrant Market Towns team to bring
this requirement to life and welcome all support we can receive. Whilst we wish to retain the overall
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ambience of Easingwold’s town centre, we believe that it is in urgent need of investment to assure it
meets the needs of the community. ETC has agreed to fund the completion and refurbishment of the
town centre network of level footpaths – vastly improving convenience and accessibility. However,
there is a need to refurbish all the remaining cobbles on a solid foundation and the main car park to
meet the needs of 21st century traffic. We also need an overspill car park to allow a practical traffic
management and car parking plan to be put in place. The only suitable space for this is the Paradise
Medical Centre site on Crabmill Lane when this becomes available. To improve Easingwold as a
destination we have revamped our weekly Friday Market and the monthly Farmers Market. We have
recently introduced a monthly Artisan Market to the town. We have also licenced exterior space on
council land to our town centre cafés and hostelries to help improve the ambience and create and
encourage a local ‘café culture’. We have introduced a town centre wifi scheme. We have restructured
the town centre greens and their paths with improved benches that allow gatherings to spontaneously
occur. We would like the draft Local Plan to facilitate us to improve and enhance the ‘in- town’ sign
posting to steer visitors to the main square and indicate where additional parking is located. We have
encouraged a strong Easingwold Business Forum to emerge. We have invested heavily in various
town centre events, seasonal markets, lights and competitions. We have invested in the Tourist
Information Centre and Community Library. We welcome other initiatives and support that can extend
this impact and i promote Easingwold as a destination of choice from further afield.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
First paragraph, criterion b - We welcome the support for proposals which would deliver public realm
improvements and reinforce local distinctiveness. The quality of the public realm is a key element of
people’s perceptions of the shopping experience.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Northallerton Projects, The Ginnels Project - We support the intention to improve the historic yards,
arcades, ginnels and alleyways within Northallerton town centre. These are an important element of
the character of the town and contribute to the distinct character of this part of the Plan area.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: EG5 d. Insert ‘cycle’ after the word ‘secure’.
There is no point in having access to a market town, vibrant or otherwise, if there is no designated
place to park your cycle on arrival. In larger villages we recommend more than one cycle parking area.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
EG5 d. Insert ‘cycle’ after the word ‘secure’. There is no point in having access to a market town,
vibrant or otherwise, if there is no designated place to park your cycle on arrival. In larger villages we
recommend more than one cycle parking area.

Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-569

Response Date
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EG 5 Vibrant Market Towns (View)
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2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Northallerton Projects, The Former Northallerton Prison - We support the Development Requirements
for this site which are set out in for Site NOR3 insofar as they relate to the historic environment and
the intention within this Policy that proposals on this site will be required to retain and convert the Listed
Buildings
Comment by
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2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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Replacement of building frontages - The town centres of all of the market towns contain numerous
examples of traditional or historic shop fronts. These make an important contribution to the streetscape
of those areas and to the quality of the shopping experience. However, not all the traditional shops
fronts are necessarily within Conservation Areas. Moreover, the ‘reinstatement’ of traditional shopfronts
elements could result in the loss of or harm to other elements which may contribute to the significance
of that building. Any reinstated items have to be appropriate.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Replacement of building frontages, fourth line amend to read:- “… lighting of any new frontage.
Traditional or historic shopfronts should be retained and, where appropriate, refurbished”
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2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 311

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Signs advertisement and security measures, - We support this aspect of the Policy especially those
elements relating to historic buildings and Conservation Areas. These will help to ensure that any signs
advertisement and security measures do not detract from the significance of the District’s heritage
assets.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Policy supports employment development outside of the main built forms of defined settlements,
where they can identify locations for the expansion of existing businesses and where it can be well
related to the existing rural settlements, where this is not prejudicial to highway safety or would not
create harm to the countryside by way of traffic or other amenity issues. Also it supports proposals for
new agricultural farm diversification where the proposals can be demonstrated as reasonably necessary
and buildings are physically and functionally related to existing buildings. Whilst these general Policy
provisions are supported, the Council must not seek to require more information than it necessarily
required or proportionate in support of planning proposals, particularly where this may include proposals
for the diversification of individual farms or businesses.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: EG7 b - Replace the word ‘appropriate’ by
‘adequate’ parking provision. This may sound over-pernickety, but it is imperative that on-site parking
is sufficient and ‘appropriate’ is too vague; evidence shows that overflow onto adjacent roads has a
negative impact on travel for the non-motorised.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
EG7 b - Replace the word ‘appropriate’ by ‘adequate’ parking provision. This may sound over-pernickety,
but it is imperative that on-site parking is sufficient and ‘appropriate’ is too vague; evidence shows that
overflow onto adjacent roads has a negative impact on travel for the non-motorised.
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2019-09-17 Bagby Airfield_redacted LPreg19-793.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our Client currently operates a rural business that from time to time may require expansion, alteration
or new developments to take place. Having considered this policy and how it would be considered in
any further planning applications our client objects to the policy and considers it unsound. The Policy
as drafted currently allows for an expansion of existing employment site, new buildings next to settlement
limits or the re-use or conversion of buildings. There is however no provision for the expansion of
existing businesses, such as Our Clients land. Redevelopment at a later date if necessary would not
comply with any of the requirements and therefore is again prohibited, the Policy therefore requires a
further category to enable the redevelopment of existing sites.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Dr Malcolm Davison (1224242)

Comment ID

LPreg19-160
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04/09/19 12:00
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Consultation Point

EG 7 Rural Businesses (View)
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0.8

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In view of the climate changes that are taking place I am concerned that you refer only to agriculture
and make no reference to horticulture that will be needed to provide locally available pulses and
vegetables. I live in Great Ayton, a so called service village, but it has no greengrocery shop. The
assumption that I can go to Stokesley market town assumes available transport, but this can not be
guaranteed. A further assumption is that Stokesley will always be able to get good local food.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
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It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Support required for Horticulture in the surrounding area to Stokesley and associated villages.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by
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2019-09-17 Bagby Airfield_redacted LPreg19-793.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 317

Please enter your representation here.
Our Client currently has a number of small rooms for accommodation of people using the site. On this
basis Policy EG8 is also potentially relevant to the site and the concerns over the links to Policy S3,
which are not relevant. Tourism accommodation is often by definition in an unsustainable location
away from an existing settlement and requires a countryside location. The requirement for the site to
be located in or adjacent to a settlement or on a sustainable transport route is therefore often
undeliverable and contrary to national policy. This part of the Policy should therefore be removed.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Local Plan identifies that the proposed housing requirement (6,615 dwellings) will be delivered
through several sources, these being; • Completions from 1st April 2014 to 31st March 2018; •
Commitments, inclusive of a 10% non-implementation rate on small sites; • Allocations made within
Part 2 of the Local Plan (Site Allocations). Paragraph 5.7 of the Local Plan identifies that taking account
of completions (2,136 dwellings) and commitments (4,013 dwellings) a minimum requirement of 466
homes is required from allocations. In total, Policy HG1 suggests that allocations will deliver 1,584
dwellings. The Local Plan therefore suggests an overall supply of 7,733 dwellings. The provision of
allocations to provide a buffer over and above the housing requirement is supported and considered
a necessity to ensure that the Plan delivers its housing requirement as a minimum. However, as
discussed below, we have significant concerns in relation to the figures identified in paragraph 5.7 of
the Local Plan and do not consider that all the allocations will deliver in full over the Plan period.
Furthermore, within Section 2 of this report we recommend the housing requirement is increased to a
minimum of 7,455 dwellings to ensure that the Plan is sound. The implications of this increase are
discussed in the following sections. Completions The Local Plan, at paragraph 5.5, identifies that
completions between 1st April 2014 and 31st March 2018 amount to 2,136. It is assumed that this
also includes completions of 472 for 2018/19 identified in the 2019 SHLAA (see Table 3.1). [See
attached submission for table 3.1] Commitments The Local Plan identifies (paragraph 5.6) that “…the
existing supply of sites that have planning permission for residential development and are expected
to be delivered during the P lan period are set out in the Council's Strategic Housing Land Availability
(SHLAA). A 10% allowance to account for the sm all proportion of small sites that are unlikely to be
implemented has been made. With this allowance the capacity of existing commitments is considered
to be 4,013 .. .” . Five-Year Housing Land Supply The SHLAA 2019 anticipates that a total of 3,045
dwellings will be delivered in the five-year period 2019/20 – 24. It is, however, notable that the five-year
housing land supply assessment was undertaken in conformity with the 2012 NPPF. The definition of
a ‘deliverable’ site within the revised NPPF (February 2019) will have significant implications upon the
Council’s five-year housing land supply position. Allocations The Council continues to rely upon
allocations from the extant Plan as an element of its identified commitments. It is notable that several
of these extant allocations still do not benefit from any form of planning permission. The mere fact that
no progress has been made upon these sites in the 8½-years since the adoption of the Council’s
Allocations Development Plan Document raises real concerns in relation to the likelihood of their
delivery. Each site is briefly discussed in Table 3.3 below. Our analysis indicates concerns with regard
to the delivery of 339 dwellings from this source. Taking account of these sites reduces reliable
commitments to 3,674 dwellings. [See attached submission for table 3.3 (please note there is no table
3.2 in the submission)] Bringing the evidence together The Local Plan suggests a supply of 7,733
dwellings, indicating a buffer of almost 17% over the identified housing requirement (6,615 dwellings).
The inclusion of a buffer of this scale is both supported and considered necessary to ensure that the
Plan will deliver its housing requirement in full. The supply comprises of three main sources; •
Completions; • Commitments – further evidence is required to justify the Council’s position. Within
Table 3.3 we identify several commitments where delivery appears unlikely; and • Allocations – it is
considered unlikely, due to realistic lead-in times and build-out rates, that allocation NOR 1 will deliver
in full over the Plan period. Based upon our analysis, an optimistic view of the supply would reduce
maximum levels of delivery to 7,214 dwellings (see Table 3.4). Whilst this remains above the Council’s
assessment of housing need the scale of the buffer is reduced to just 9%. This is not considered
adequate to ensure that the Plan delivers in full against its housing requirement. It is normal practice
in Examinations into Local Plans to allow for the fall out of sites with planning permission (of between
10% and 20%) and this was the recent subject of a presentation by the DCLG to the HBF planning
conference. This allowance would also be consistent with studies carried out on delivery rates of land
with planning permission. This includes the Callcutt Review (2007); the Baker ABI Study (2017) and
the IGA Study (2013). To provide a 20% buffer the Council would need to identify land for a further
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724 dwellings. [See attached submission for table 3.4] Housing Supply Conclusion Within Section 3
of this report we identify that a higher housing requirement of 7,455 dwellings is required to ensure
that the Council’s ambitions for jobs growth and rebalancing the demography are met. This would
require the allocation of an additional 241 dwellings to meet the housing requirement. However, to
ensure a buffer of between 10 and 20% is provided additional allocations of between 962 and 1,684
dwellings are required.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
To ensure that the Local Plan is found sound at examination the following amendments are required;
(see Section 5 – Summary and Conclusions);• Allocations increased to provide sufficient capacity for
between 962 and 1,684 dwellings

Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-887

Response Date

17/09/19 14:22

Consultation Point

5 Supporting Housing Growth (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 Aiskew Farm_redacted LPreg19-877.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council have shown a requirement for an overall level of 315 homes per annum, totalling 6,615
homes over the plan period. The Council however then deduct 2,136 homes that have been completed
between 2014-2018 and 4,013 from commitments, which include extant permissions and old allocations.
This then leads a residual level of homes to be delivered of 466 through new allocations. The SHLAA
identifies the homes that have been delivered and also those that form the commitments, together
with details of their current position. The table below shows the significant impact that backdating the
plan has had on the level of homes required, with almost 30% of the homes required in the 21 year
plan being delivered in the first four years. If the plan period were brought up to date from when the
revised housing need projections were calculated, this would start from 2018, leaving a plan requirement
of 5,355 and a residual requirement of 1,342. Further to this, the table also shows that there are 4.013
homes that are to be delivered from committed development, that the Council also seeks to include
in the supply. This supply is made up of 2,774 homes from allocations carried forwards from the
previous Local Plan and 1,155 windfall sites that have been granted planning permission. Therefore,
again over 40% of the homes to be delivered are from historic allocations, proposed for housing in
2007 and not brought forward in the last 12 years. The Council have minimal evidence to show that
these will come forward and to retain them as allocations in this plan. Such heavy reliance on these
sites show a significant threat to the delivery of the required homes in the plan period. Furthermore,
the windfall sites have not been delivered on a planned basis and have the impact of deviating from
the plans strategy and hierarchy, as shown earlier in these representations. As drafted Policy HG1 is
therefore considered unsound as it is not positively prepared by not allocating sufficient land to meet
the level of homes needed and also in not meeting the Councils own distribution strategy. In summary,
the delivery of the plan relies on the following:[See full representation for table] Such a reliance on
historically failed sites and small windfall sites is not considered to be a plan led system, the previous
plan and speculative development is guiding the approach taken by the Council with no regard to the
deliverability of the homes included.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr Steve Barker (1046388)

Comment ID

LPreg19-922

Response Date

17/09/19 13:51

Consultation Point

5 Supporting Housing Growth (View)
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2019-09-17 S_Barker_redacted PLreg19-918.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council have shown a requirement for an overall level of 315 homes per annum, totalling 6,615
homes over the plan period. The Council however then deduct 2,136 homes that have been completed
between 2014-2018 and 4,013 from commitments, which include extant permissions and old allocations.
This then leads a residual level of homes to be delivered of 466 through new allocations. The SHLAA
identifies the homes that have been delivered and also those that form the commitments, together
with details of their current position. This table shows the significant impact that backdating the plan
has had on the level of homes required, with almost 30% of the homes required in the 21 year plan
being delivered in the first four years. If the plan period were brought up to date from when the revised
housing need projections were calculated, this would start from 2018, leaving a plan requirement of
5,355 and a residual requirement of 1,342. Further to this, the table also shows that there are 4,013
homes that are to be delivered from committed development, that the Council also seeks to include
in the supply. This supply is made up of 2,774 homes from allocations carried forwards from the
previous Local Plan and 1,155 windfall sites that have been granted planning permission. Therefore,
again over 40% of the homes to be delivered are from historic allocations, proposed for housing in
2007 and not brought forward in the last 12 years. The Council have minimal evidence to show that
these will come forward and to retain them as allocations in this plan. Such heavy reliance on these
sites show a significant threat to the delivery of the required homes in the plan period. Furthermore,
the windfall sites have not been delivered on a planned basis and have the impact of deviating from
the plan’s strategy and hierarchy, as shown earlier in these representations. As drafted Policy HG1 is
therefore considered unsound as it is not positively prepared by allocating insufficient land to meet the
level of homes needed and also in not meeting the Councils own distribution strategy. In summary,
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the delivery of the plan relies on the following:[See full representation for table] Such a reliance on
historically failed sites and small windfall sites is not considered to be a plan led system. The previous
plan and speculative development is guiding the approach taken by the Council with no regard to the
deliverability of the homes included.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-831

Response Date

17/09/19 15:02

Consultation Point

5 Supporting Housing Growth (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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The Council’s development strategy is focused on meeting its minimum development needs during
the Plan period. This includes the delivery of new housing to align with the Council’s economic
aspirations and market signals, with the aim of delivering at least 315 dwellings per annum, and 6,615
dwellings over the Plan period. Our Client supports this approach.
Comment by

Thirsk and Malton Constituency Labour Party (Ms
Mick Johnston - 1225708)

Comment ID

LPreg19-356

Response Date

17/09/19 17:08

Consultation Point

5 Supporting Housing Growth (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.9

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Plan completely fails to identify the comprehensive range of problems faced by communities in
villages. It consequently fails to produce any propsoals for addressing thes e problems and fails to
provide any mechanism for achieving its Aim of ensuring vibrant and sustainable villages. The Plan
is therefore Not Positively Prepared and Not Effective in the way it deals with the villages. See expanded
case below. Village Housing and Transport. a. The Plan refers in the Key Issues to the problem of lack
of affordable housing in villages causing young people to move out and also refers to the extremely
limited often non-existent public transport connectivity of many villages. However the Plan does not
properly put together the full range of threats to village communities which include loss of schools and
public services and in some cases depletion of resident population through the increase of holiday
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lets and second homes. b. The Plan is therefore Not Positively Prepared in that it fails to properly
identify the problems facing a large sector of the population of the District and having failed to identify
it properly fails completely to deal with it. It is therefore also Not Effective. The Plan should be referred
back for more work on the problems facing villages and be required to produce a comprehensive
package of policies to address them.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Add a substantive section which comprehensively identifies the problems faced by villages and a
comprehensive set of policies for addressing these problems.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To press the case outlined above.
Comment by

Community First Yorkshire (Mrs Caroline O'Neill 1224989)

Comment ID

LPreg19-227

Response Date

12/09/19 18:11

Consultation Point

5.1 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.6

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Housing needs to include accommodation for adults and young people on learning programmes or
Apprenticeships. In local market town and communities people of all ages on training programmes
and in particular Apprentices need accommodation near to their work and employers need local labour.
Accommodation for key workers such as care workers, health workers and teachers is not given
particular importance, to ensure a local workforce is maintained. Awareness of Community-led Housing
programmes has taken place in Hambleton and interest among market town and village communities
has the potential to grow, to provide new opportunities for local and sustainable housing schemes.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Accommodation for key workers such as care workers, health workers and teachers and also for
Apprentices, will be considered as part of development priorities and plans, to ensure business have
access to a local workforce and people who want to work in the area can access affordable and local
accommodation.
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The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Cecil M Yuill Ltd & Miller Homes ( - 1229919)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1023

Response Date

17/09/19 15:54

Consultation Point

Meeting Hambleton's Housing Need (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-17 WYG Yuill LPreg19-1016_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Housing Supply The Local Plan identifies that the proposed housing requirement (6,615 dwellings)
will be delivered through several sources, these being; • Completions from 1st April 2014 to 31st March
2018; • Commitments, inclusive of a 10% non-implementation rate on small sites; • Allocations made
within Part 2 of the Local Plan (Site Allocations). Paragraph 5.7 of the Local Plan identifies that taking
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account of completions (2,136 dwellings) and commitments (4,013 dwellings) a minimum requirement
of 466 homes is required from allocations. In total, Policy HG1 suggests that allocations will deliver
1,584 dwellings. The Local Plan therefore suggests an overall supply of 7,733 dwellings. The provision
of allocations to provide a buffer over and above the housing requirement is supported and considered
a necessity to ensure that the Plan delivers its housing requirement as a minimum. However, as
discussed below, we have significant concerns in relation to the figures identified in paragraph 5.7 of
the Local Plan and do not consider that all the allocations will deliver in full over the Plan period.
Furthermore, within Section 2 of this report we recommend the housing requirement is increased to a
minimum of 7,455 dwellings to ensure that the Plan is sound. The implications of this increase are
discussed in the following sections. Completions The Local Plan, at paragraph 5.5, identifies that
completions between 1st April 2014 and 31st March 2018 amount to 2,136. It is assumed that this
also includes completions of 472 for 2018/19 identified in the 2019 SHLAA (see Table 3.1).[see attached
submission for table 3.1] Commitments The Local Plan identifies (paragraph 5.6) that “…the existing
supply of sites that have planning permission for residential development and are expected to be
delivered during the Plan period are set out in the Council's Strategic Housing Land Availability (SHLAA).
A 10% allowance to account for the small proportion of small sites that are unlikely to be implemented
has been made. With this allowance the capacity of existing commitments is considered to be 4,013...”.
Five-Year Housing Land Supply The SHLAA 2019 anticipates that a total of 3,045 dwellings will be
delivered in the five-year period 2019/20 – 24. It is, however, notable that the five-year housing land
supply assessment was undertaken in conformity with the 2012 NPPF. The definition of a ‘deliverable’
site within the revised NPPF (February 2019) will have significant implications upon the Council’s
five-year housing land supply position. Allocations The Council continues to rely upon allocations from
the extant Plan as an element of its identified commitments. It is notable that several of these extant
allocations still do not benefit from any form of planning permission. The mere fact that no progress
has been made upon these sites in the 8½-years since the adoption of the Council’s Allocations
Development Plan Document raises real concerns in relation to the likelihood of their delivery. Each
site is briefly discussed in Table 3.3 below. Our analysis indicates concerns with regard to the delivery
of 339 dwellings from this source. Taking account of these sites reduces reliable commitments to 3,674
dwellings.[see attached submission for table 3.3. Please note there is no table 3.2 in the submission]
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land ( - 1229420)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1047

Response Date

17/09/19 16:48

Consultation Point

Meeting Hambleton's Housing Need (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

Part 1 Litchfields LPreg19-861.PDF

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Residual Housing Requirement 3.1 The residual housing requirement (i.e. the amount of homes to be
provided through new allocations after deducting the committed supply) is set out within the table at
paragraph 5.7 of the draft Local Plan. It states that between 1st April 2014 and 31st March 2019, 2,136
units have been completed. It also states that the Council has a committed supply of 4,013 units. This
results in a residual minimum requirement of 466 units to be provided on new allocated sites based
on the presently proposed plan period and housing requirement of 315 dpa. As we have demonstrated
in Section 2.0 and the accompanying technical note, the housing requirement should be increased to
around 500 dpa (493 – 509 dpa) and the plan period extended to at least 2037. 3.2 The effect of the
above changes to the housing requirement and plan period would be to require additional housing
sites. Notwithstanding this, even if such points are not accepted, it is considered that there remains a
requirement to identify further sites due to concerns with the approach taken by the Council in identifying
its committed supply. These concerns are explained in detail below. 3.3 The following section analyses
the Council’s evidence base with regards to plan period completions and future commitments.
Completions 3.4 The draft Local Plan states that 2,136 units have been completed between 1st April
2014 and 31st March 2019. This figure is not sourced in the draft Local Plan, however it is assumed
that the latest Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (2019) provides up to date
completion figures. 3.5 The Local Plan completions figure reports a slightly higher level of dwelling
completions over the past 5 years than is officially recorded by MHCLG (Table 122 Net Additional
Dwellings by Local Authority District). The Council must ensure that the most up to date and accurate
information is used when calculating completion figures to ensure that the Local Plan is robust.
Commitments 3.6 The Council claims that it has a committed supply of 4,013 units, accounting for
approximately 60% of the entire plan period requirement. The sources of these committed units are
listed at Annex 2 of the SHLAA (2019). 3.7 As set out within the SHLAA (2019) the Council apply a
10% non-implementation rate to windfall permissions. The addition of the non-implementation is
welcomed and is in line with approaches taken elsewhere when reviewing housing delivery. 3.8 Below
is an analysis of the deliverability of a number of committed sites within Annex 2 of the SHLAA. Lichfields
reserves the right to undertake a further critique of the Council’s identified supply in further detail as
part of any statements prepared for the examination of the Plan. Deliverability of Commitments 3.1
The NPPF stresses the intention of the Government to significantly boost the supply of housing. It
advises that local planning authorities should identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable
sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against housing requirements set
out in adopted strategic policies (paragraph 73). 3.2 The definition of deliverability as set out within
the NPPF states that to be considered deliverable: “…sites for housing should be available now, offer
a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will
be delivered on the site within five years. In particular: a) sites which do not involve major development
and have planning permission, and all sites with detailed planning permission, should be considered
deliverable until permission expires, unless there is clear evidence that homes will not be delivered
within five years (for example because they are no longer viable, there is no longer a demand for the
type of units or sites have long term phasing plans). b) where a site has outline planning permission
for major development, has been allocated in a development plan, has a grant of permission in principle,
or is identified on a brownfield register, it should only be considered deliverable where there is clear
evidence that housing completions will begin on site within five years.” [Annex 2: Glossary] 3.3 The
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out further guidance (PPG Paragraph: 036 Reference ID:
3-036-20180913) in respect of what constitutes a deliverable site. For sites with outline planning
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permission, permission in principle, allocated in a development plan or identified on the brownfield
register clear evidence is required to demonstrate deliverability within five years which may include:
any progress being made towards the submission of an application; any progress with site assessment
work; and any relevant information about site viability, ownership constraints or infrastructure provision.
For example: a statement of common ground between the local planning authority and the site
developer(s) which confirms the developers’ delivery intentions and anticipated start and build-out
rates. a hybrid planning permission for large sites which links to a planning performance agreement
that sets out the timescale for conclusion of reserved matters applications and discharge of conditions.
3.4 The definition of deliverability sets out that there should be clear evidence that housing completions
will begin on sites within five years. When assessing a 5-year supply position, it is important to be
cautious in relation to the likelihood of sites delivering and the scale of that delivery. This is because
the purpose of the assessment is to provide a realistic view of whether there is sufficient land available
to meet the community’s need for housing. 3.5 This national policy and guidance context therefore
clearly indicates that it is incumbent upon the local planning authority to provide clear evidence that
each site is deliverable and developable. We have set out below where it is considered that insufficient
evidence has been provided regarding the deliverability of sites. Site BM2 (North East of Aiskew Pig
Farm, Aiskew) 3.6 This site is currently proposed to deliver 35 dwellings within the next five year period
and a further 25 dwelling post 5 years. The site does not benefit from planning permission and should
be discounted from the commitments unless further evidence is provided to demonstrate its deliverability
within the next five years. Site NH4 (Bungalow Farm, East Cowton) 3.7 This site is currently expected
to deliver 45 dwellings within next five years. Whilst planning permission was granted for the construction
of 45 dwelling in August 2011 (app ref. 10/01716/FUL), a subsequent discharge of condition application
was withdrawn. Furthermore, the housebuilder has ceased trading. It is therefore considered that there
is a lack of clear evidence that the site will be delivered within the next five years. This site should be
discounted from the commitments unless further evidence is provided to demonstrate its deliverability
within the next five years. Site BH2 (Pig Farm, Aiskew) 3.8 In respect of longer-term commitments,
Site BH2 is currently proposed to deliver 82 units later in the plan period (post 5 years). This site is
located adjacent to a further allocation (BH3) which has delivered 100 dwellings across two phases.
The later phase was granted planning permission in 2015 and has since been delivered. Given that
there is currently no planning permission to deliver housing on this site, it is questionable if this site
would come forward and therefore further evidence of its derivability should be provided. This site
should be discounted from the commitments. 3.9 Overall, based on the review of this small sample of
sites, it is considered that 162 dwellings should be removed from the Council’s committed supply
(within five years and beyond) and further evidence should be provided on the deliverability of the sites
considered above. Deliverability of Proposed Allocations 3.10 Draft Policy HG1 identifies site NOR 1
as the only strategic site which is to be delivered during the plan period. The Plan states that the site
is subject to traffic modelling, to be undertaken by North Yorkshire County Council, and as a result
delivery is expected in years 6 to 10 of the plan period. Taylor Wimpey is concerned that the delivery
of this site will not begin until later in the plan period. 3.11 Lichfields has produced research on the
likely lead-in times and delivery rates of strategic housing sites, titled ‘Start to Finish’ (Start to Finish:
How quickly do large-scale housing sites deliver? (Lichfields, November 2016)) (Appendix 2). The
Start to Finish research shows that, the ‘planning approval period’ (the period from the validation date
of the first planning application for the scheme to the decision date of the first application which permits
development of dwellings on site) grew exponentially with the size of the sites which were reviewed.
In terms of delivery rates, the research again found a direct correlation between increasing site size
and increasing build rates. 3.12 The Start to Finish also highlights that there is a growing recognition
that the rate of annual delivery on a site is shaped by ‘absorption rates’: a judgement on how quickly
the local market can absorb the new properties. There has been a significant focus on new housing
delivery to the north of Northallerton in recent years though the delivery of the North Northallerton LDF
allocation (a site which itself has not commenced delivery as quickly as initially anticipated).The level
of supply to the north of Northallerton could therefore further restrict the rate of delivery at site NOR
1. 3.13 As set out above, the Council has not produced a Housing Trajectory which illustrates the rate
at which the NOR 1 site (nor any other allocated site) will deliver across the plan period. It is therefore
questioned whether there is sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this site can deliver the number
of dwellings currently stated within the draft Local Plan. Flexibility Allowance 3.14 Paragraph 11 of the
NPPF states that: plans should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their
area, and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change 3.15 This flexibility can be achieved by
identifying land as housing allocations which appropriately exceeds the housing requirement to provide
market choice and to act as a buffer should allocations not become available in the time or manner
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expected, or should circumstances prevent the expected site yields being fulfilled. 3.16 It is noted that
the draft Local Plan currently proposes to allocate sites which will have a combined capacity significantly
in excess of the minimum of 466 dwellings it states is required in the table at paragraph 5.7. However,
as demonstrated in Section 2.0 of this representation, it is considered that the minimum housing
requirement has been underestimated. The Plan should therefore seek to allocate land which will meet
the minimum requirement of 493 dpa (the bottom end of the range advocated in our technical note),
taking into account shortfall we have identified from the committed supply, and then apply an appropriate
buffer on top of this residual requirement. 3.17 In assessing committed sites, the draft Local Plan
applies a 10% lapse rate to windfall sites in recognition that not all planning permissions are likely to
be delivered in full. It is considered illogical that a lapse rate is applied to extant planning permissions,
but not to site allocations, which in most cases are subject to less technical scrutiny than applications,
and are often allocated without a willing developer or site promoter. On this basis, the inclusion of a
minimum 10% flexibility allowance on all allocations is advocated. The Local Plan cannot be considered
to be positively prepared without such an allowance. Summary 3.18 In summary, it is considered that
the residual housing requirement (i.e. the number of new homes to be allocated for) has been
significantly underestimated as a result of a reliance on commitments which cannot be demonstrated
as deliverable, and the lack of a defined flexibility allowance. Table 3.1 below therefore sets out a more
robust residual requirement upon which the emerging Local Plan should be based. [see attached
submission] 3.19 It is therefore considered that the emerging Local Plan should allocate land for a
minimum of 5,887 dwellings. Indeed, this figure would increase if a housing requirement of 509 dpa
(the upper end of the range advocated within our technical note) was used, and if allocation NOR 1
fails to fully deliver within the plan period. [section 4 assigned to policy S3] Analysis of the Forward
Supply of Housing 5.1 This section draws together the analysis set out within Section’s 2 and 3 of this
report and considers the Council’s position in respect of five year housing supply and longer term
requirements across the plan period. Five Year Supply 5.2 The table below sets out the five year supply
position for Hambleton (2019 – 2024) based on the Council’s own housing figures and the work
undertaken by Lichfields on LHN and critique of the Council’s current commitments. This table also
considers a review of proposed commitments within the next five years. [see attached submission]
5.3 The above table shows that, although the Council could demonstrate a five year supply of housing
land against the LHN identified in Lichfields’ appended housing technical note, the supply is clearly
marginal at only 5.66/5.49 years. In this situation, under-delivery at a single site may result in the
Council not being able to demonstrate a five year supply. It should also be noted that we have not
undertaken a full review of the deliverability evidence for all sites currently included within the Council’s
stated supply, and doing so may further diminish the five year supply position. 5.4 The allocation of
additional sites which, importantly, are within the control of a willing housing developer, would improve
the five year housing land supply position. Residual Requirement over the Plan Period 5.5 The table
below considers the effect the revised LHN has on requirement across the plan period taking into
account current commitments and proposed allocations.The table considers analysis of the deliverability
of the Council’s current commitments and proposed allocations, the table also includes a column which
considers an extended plan period.The columns using the Lichfields LHN are based on the plan period
2014 – 2037 to allow a minimum of 15 years from the point of adoption. [see attached submission] 5.6
Drawing together the analysis presented in the earlier sections of this representation, Table 5.2 illustrates
the significant shortfall in housing capacity which is likely to arise should the draft Local Plan be adopted
in its present form. 5.7 A range of additional housing sites need to be identified in the Plan to
accommodate at least a further 4,303 dwellings. This would ensure that the Plan provides sufficient
land to meet only the bottom end of the housing requirement range set out in the technical note at
Appendix 1, and includes strategic policies which cover a minimum 15 year period as required by the
NPPF. Summary 5.8 It is clear that the revised LHN figure has a significant impact on the Council’s
stated five year housing land supply. Whilst still showing that the Council can demonstrate a five year
supply, Table 5.1 shows that the realistic supply position as actually very tight, and under-delivery at
only one or 2 sites could jeopardise the Council’s ability to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable
housing sites. 5.9 Table 5.2 clear shows that there is a need to identify a significant number of additional
sites in order to meet the LHN figure set out by Lichfields which aligns with the Council’s proposed
jobs growth. Given the significant gap between currently proposed allocations and housing requirement
across the plan period, the Council must allocate additional housing sites in order for the Plan to be
positively prepared and consistent with national policy, therefore meeting the tests of soundness.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Ms Louise Cole (1097040)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1024
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10/09/19 15:59

Consultation Point

Meeting Hambleton's Housing Need (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Please see attached files for full submission 4.1 Hambleton has a duty to assess housing need according
to the NPPF. 4.2 Guidance for this examination process says that authorities must use data and also
evidence which is no more than three years old. In 2014 the government determined that 210,000 new
houses would be required pa – the government has since downrated this projection to 165,000. 4.3
Although the final version of the Hedna report says it has been rebased for 2016 ONS data, this has
been applied somewhat arbitrarily and does not alter the original calculated need at all. This is despite
ONS stating that: “In the 2016-based household projections, roughly five out of six local authorities
had their projected number of households by 2039 revised downwards.” 4.4 The Local Plan appears
to be based on outdated forecasts and arbitrary calculations. 4.5 The Hedna report set a total target
of 315 properties a year based on 2014 ONS figures. GL Hearn claims this equates to a 4% growth
in households. However, the most recent ONS figures have downrated Hambleton’s growth to only
1,000 new individuals by 2035. 4.5 According to the latest figures from ONS between 2019 and 2035
Hambleton households are predicted to increase from 40,245 to 42,291. That’s 2,046 new households
in 21 years. 4.6 If we follow the government’s prescribed formula to the 2016 data we have an average
of 143 dpa baseline demographic need (based on a 10 year average between 2019 and 2028). 4.7
With an affordability ratio of 9 and an adjustment ratio of 1.3125, this equates to 188 houses per year
or 3,948 in total. 4.8 If we take a baseline demographic for household growth across 2019-2035, with
household growth of 8%, an affordability factor of 9, and an adjustment factor of 1.3125, Hambleton’s
housing requirement between now and 2035 is 200 dwellings per year, or 4,200 dwellings in total.
Given that the standard calculation is to be used in all but exceptional circumstances, I am puzzled
as to why Hambleton’s figure is almost 60% higher than this. 4.9 Nonetheless the Local Plan states a
target of building 6,615 houses between 2019 and 2035. Hambleton’s housing target is to increase
its housing provision by 16.5% (ie 6,615 new houses) between 2019 and 2035.This is not proportionate,
justified or appropriate to the needs of the community. 5.0 GL Hearn’s projections seem somewhat
arbitrary, and do not follow the basic formula for calculation. 5.1 It is also worth noting that the 2016
ONS data for population growth does not entirely mirror the household projections growth. The 2014
data suggested that a 3,700 increase in population would give rise to a 4.1% increase in households.
In 2016 a 1.1% increase in Hambleton’s population is supposedly leading to a 5% increase households
by 2035. The 2016 figures appear therefore to lack correlation. I queried this with ONS and it confirms
that the discrepancy is due to substantial weighting toward single-occupancy and an elderly population.
(see 5.3) 5.2 The NPPF sets out a basic needs formula which Hambleton’s HEDNA report states
requires it to build 1,100 affordable houses (55 per year between 2016 and 2035). An interview with
the local planning office ( September 2019) ascertained that the council accepts that Hambleton does
not lack housing per se but does lack affordable housing. However, despite its extensive housebuilding
plans, Hambleton is failing to meet any of its targets for affordable housing and the employment types
this plan supports will not be in a high enough wage bracket to make market-priced properties affordable
for workers. 5.3 One-person households are predicted by ONS to increase by 26% by 2041 – in terms
of the Local Plan this would be reflected in the 1,000 increase in pension age constituents Hambleton
would see by 2035. However current housing policy is providing almost exclusively family-sized homes
and not those suitable for a single person, or the elderly. 5.4 A Local Government Association
conference identified a major problem in the housing market as a lack of property for ‘empty-nesters’
to move into, thereby freeing up family homes for families. 5.5 Despite its extensive housebuilding
plans, HDC has failed to provide adequate social housing by its own admission. Hambleton released
figures in Q4 2017 which stated it had met just it met 52 per cent of its target of 120 below-market-value
homes. 5.6 Furthermore it states in the Local Plan that: ‘Annual average gross earnings in 2017 were
£24,000 in Hambleton, somewhat lower than the figures of £29,000 for the UK and £26,000 for the
region.’ This creates a mismatch between the housing provided, and the employment growth
opportunities detailed in the Local Plan, which will be at the lower end of the wage scale (already below
national average). 5.7 Despite Hambleton’s stated need for social housing, aggressive targets, and
extensive building, the Council has failed to meet its social housing targets, instead churning out
hundreds of market value homes. One might conclude that Hambleton’s eagerness to so determinedly
exceed any reasonable requirement for housing is motivated by its wish to take advantage of the cap
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removal on local authority borrowing for those councils which exceed their quotas, and to receive the
New Homes Bonus. 5.8 I refer the Inspector to this comment taken from the HAMBLETON DISTRICT
COUNCIL Report To: Audit, Governance and Standards Committee 26 March 2019 From: Director of
Finance (S151 Officer) Subject: REVIEW OF ANNUAL TREASURY MANAGEMENT STRATEGY
2019/20: “Authorised Limit for external debt - It should be noted that the Authorised limit has increased
from £41m in 2018/19 to £96m in 2019/20 and onwards due to the Council’s commitment to
commercialisation and especially the Commercial Investment Property portfolio agenda.” 5.9 The
treasurer’s report concerning the council’s portfolio also notes the importance of the New Homes Bonus
which has contributed more than £1.5m to the council in the 2019-20 year. (Please see New Homes
Bonus final calculations
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/new-homes-bonus-final-allocations-2019-to-2020) 5.91
Although the New Homes Bonus will decrease markedly in line with government policy the Council
still considers it a key factor in underpinning its financial resilience.
https://democracy.hambleton.gov.uk/documents/s13633/Financial%20Strategy%20201920%20to%20202829.pdf
5.92 It seems clear therefore that Hambleton’s determination to continue to approve housebuilding so
extensively: • is not an appropriate response to the household growth in the district- as shown by ONS
data • nor is it justified by population growth forecasts – as shown by ONS data • nor is it in the best
interests of the district. 5.93 While I appreciate the difficulties recent government spending strictures
have caused councils, local planning should purely not be a vehicle to generate future income for the
Council, but rather should meet the needs of the area’s residents. 5.94 It is hard to conclude therefore
that the Local Plan is sound. It is not positively prepared, or based on objective assessed needs; It is
not concerned with achieving sustainable development; It is not justified or proportionate in meeting
local need.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We believe there is a strong case for the identification of additional housing allocations to those currently
proposed by the Council in order to meet Hambleton’s housing needs over the proposed plan period.
The Council’s approach to identifying an assessed need of 315 dwelling per annum (dpa) is flawed.
The Practice Guidance requires plan-makers to assess likely employment growth based on past trends
and/or economic forecasts. Where the labour force supply is projected to be less than the forecast job
growth, the Practice Guidance states that this could result in unsustainable commuting patterns which
could potentially reduce the resilience of local businesses. The economic forecasts for Hambleton
identified in the HDNA indicate that, factoring in accelerated household formation rates, the
employment-led housing figures range from 493 dpa to 509 dpa. These are both higher than the 315
dpa taken forward in the emerging Local Plan. But which are importantly not out of line with the level
of housing delivered in the District over the past 3 years (which has averaged 478 dpa, with a peak of
546 dpa in 2016/17). The housing requirement should therefore be uplifted accordingly. There are
also concerns regarding the level of affordable housing need identified within the HDNA, and the extent
to which Older Persons Housing Needs are adequately reflected in the housing targets set by the
Council in the emerging Local Plan. As there is a standalone requirement for 55 affordable homes per
annum. Taking into account the above concerns it is considered that Hambleton District Council should
revise the OAN of the Publication Draft Local Plan to fully take into account economic growth and
affordable housing requirements. The impact of this revision will be the need to identify additional
housing sites across the District to meet the full OAN and to ensure the delivery of a deliverable five
year land supply on adoption of the Local Plan. Sites such as our Topcliffe Road, Thirsk site which
represents a truly deliverable housing site that can deliver 150 new market and affordable homes
within the first five years of the Local Plan period.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.38 Paragraphs 5.11-5.14 state the District has a considerably higher percentage of older people
than other areas of the country. Paragraph 5.12 states that the Council needs to ensure that proposals
for new housing provide a mix, type and tenure of dwellings that reflects the district’s changing
demography and provides choice for older people and smaller households. It is advised that key to
this will be a requirement for a higher proportion of two and three bedroom homes, including some
bungalows, and more specialist accommodation including for extra care housing. 2.39 Whilst we
support this approach in principle, the low number of new allocations proposed will not deliver this aim.
In Easingwold, only one site is proposed for allocation. This limits the number of affordable, small and
single storey dwellings that can be delivered as part of the mix of dwellings on that site and it provides
those on low incomes, young and older people with no choice of where to live in Easingwold.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
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What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
2.40 Additional allocations should be identified in Easingwold to ensure that residents with specific
identified housing needs including older people, young people and those on low incomes have a choice
of sites and to increase the number of these required dwellings being delivered. The identification of
a single allocation in Easingwold limits the potential for these identified needs to be met and provides
no choice for residents. Such an approach is not justified when the Council has identified the delivery
of housing to meet the needs of this group as a key housing issue.2.41 Berkeley DeVeer’s site in
Easingwold (E/041/018a) was previously identified as a Preferred Site and is therefore considered to
be suitable for allocation in principle. The allocation of this site can assist in meeting the identified need
for older people as well as other groups in need (young people and families on low incomes) and is
in a highly sustainable location providing access to the town centre without the need for a private car.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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2.40 Paragraphs 5.11-5.14 state the District has a considerably higher percentage of older people
than other areas of the country. Paragraph 5.12 states that the Council needs to ensure that proposals
for new housing provide a mix, type and tenure of dwellings that reflects the district’s changing
demography and provides choice for older people and smaller households. It is advised that key to
this will be a requirement for a higher proportion of two and three bedroom homes, including some
bungalows, and more specialist accommodation including for extra care housing. 2.41 Whilst we
support this approach in principle, the low number of new allocations proposed will not deliver this aim.
In Easingwold, only one site is proposed for allocation. This limits the number of affordable, small and
single storey dwellings that can be delivered as part of the mix of dwellings on that site and it provides
those on low incomes, young and older people with no choice of where to live in Easingwold.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
2.42 Additional allocations should be identified in Easingwold to ensure that residents with specific
identified housing needs including older people, young people and those on low incomes have a choice
of sites and to increase the number of these required dwellings being delivered. The identification of
a single allocation in Easingwold limits the potential for these identified needs to be met and provides
no choice for residents. Such an approach is not justified when the Council has identified the delivery
of housing to meet the needs of this group as a key housing issue.2.43 Berkeley DeVeer’s small sites
in Easingwold (E/041/044 & PST/E/041/059) are considered to be suitable for allocation in principle
with site /044 having previously been identified as a preferred option. The allocation of these sites can
assist in meeting the identified need for older people as well as other groups in need (young people
and families on low incomes) and are located in a highly sustainable location providing access to the
town centre without the need for a private car.
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Comments.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 1

1. There is no housing need for this allocation: The objectively assessed housing need detailed in the
GL Hearn HEDNA of June 2018 arrives at the very high housing need figure of 315 dpa (2014-35) in
response to forecast employment growth. This is used as the housing target in the Plan in Policy S2
(with at least 6,615 homes 2014-35). This figure of 315 dpa is 34% above their highest demographic
conclusions and 106% above the starting point of demographic projections. Para 1.16 of their report
says “ In these circumstances it would be difficult to justify a further uplift to address market signals or
affordable housing need. Indeed the affordable housing need would only equate to 17.5% economic
need.” Para 6.7 of the Plan calculates the residual requirement for allocation in the Plan at a mere 466
homes, due to the high level of completions and more importantly commitments (even allowing for
10% non-implementation on small sites). It takes no account of windfall sites across the Plan Area
which will come forward over the remaining 17 years, adding further to the supply (para 3.26). In South
Otterington planning permission has most notably been granted/minded to be granted recently on two
significant brownfield sites, yet to be developed and including affordable housing: Walker’s Garage 9 dws and Porch House - 9 dws. A rural exception site could also be brought forward to meet any
further identified local affordable housing needs if necessary (including on part of site SOT1, if the
allocation was deleted). Policy HG1 allocates sites for housing to provide a total of 1,584 homes, which
is massively over-providing housing in the District, compared with the figure of only 466 homes in
Policy S2. Indeed the urban sites alone would more than double meet the need (providing 1,175 dws)
The site for approx. 40 dws (Para 9.2 – “conservative estimate”) at South Otterington therefore does
not need to be allocated to meet housing need by 2035. 2. It is not in accordance with a spatial strategy
designed to deliver sustainable development: Policy S3 seeks to focus growth in the higher order
towns and villages and within the central transport corridor. Also under criterion d) it refers to “identified
rural communities, where limited development will be supported to help address affordable housing
requirements and where development can support social and economic sustainability”. Para 3.27 goes
on to say “limited development will be located in service villages and secondary villages where there
are a good range of services and facilities to support the level of growth proposed”. I argue that this
is not necessary, given the existing level of commitments and completions compared with the overall
need. Under the heading ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ the Plan states that “Development will be supported
in settlements in the settlement hierarchy that is proportionate to the size of the settlement and its level
in the hierarchy”. This proportionality is clearly not the case with respect to the small village of South
Otterington, which is deemed a secondary village despite its poor services and facilities (no shop,
minimal public transport and places of employment). South Otterington is the only Secondary village
in the Thirsk area to be given a housing allocation and only two others are in total. I can perhaps see
a case could be made for Leeming Bar which has good services and an employment allocation. South
Otterington has no commensurate employment allocation and residents travel by private car to work,
shops, etc thereby adding to air pollution and is clearly unsustainable. The allocation for housing in
South Otterington will not improve this situation but worsen it, which is not in accordance with national
planning policy. It does not reduce the need to travel but increases it. Dalton has a huge employment
allocation (25 ha), yet surprisingly no housing allocation, nor at nearby Topcliffe (a Service Village with
good services and facilities and Alanbrooke Business Park nearby). Clearly these locations would be
preferable to South Otterington in delivering sustainable development.They lie on a key central transport
corridor, unlike South Otterington which doesn’t. Para 3.41 justification is not satisfied with respect to
South Otterington- ie public transport, range of services and facilities, job opportunities, central transport
corridor. It is notable that all the Service Village allocations are smaller than that in South Otterington,
except Carlton Miniott on the edge of Thirsk (55 dws). This is contrary to the strategic approach and
puts too much housing in South Otterington. Para 3.35 attempts to justify the allocation of small sites
in response to the national policy expectation that “at least 10% of housing development needs will
be met from sites of 1 ha or less”. This is not achieved and the site of 1.53 ha at South Otterington
does not satisfy this goal either. 3. It is environmentally unacceptable and undesirable: The site is
greenfield and in productive agricultural use and constitutes an attractive greenspace on the edge of
the village. Furthermore, it would result in the loss of countryside which makes a significant contribution
to the open rural character and setting of the village. The LUC Landscape Character Assessment and
Sensitivity Study (No Settlement Character Study undertaken), in referring to the Swale Lowlands area
in para 5.137, notes a key sensitivity with new development, and particularly housing, being the local
erosion of rurality. A well used and open natured public footpath passes across the southern side of
the field, which is particularly ideal for dog walking. The recreation and visual amenity value and public
safety of this public right of way would be harmed by close enclosure by houses, with the pathway no
doubt narrowed to an alleyway behind houses, as it is behind the houses to the immediate west. The
site is also a local heritage asset, forming part of a remaining well preserved ridge and furrow field

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 2

system. This historical landscape and archaeological potential would be completely lost by building
40 (plus) new homes on the site. The Development Requirements under the Heritage heading flag up
the importance of this site, but do not show how adverse effects would be addressed. The Landscaping
requirements refer to needing to screen views of the site from the south, recognising the potential
wider visual intrusion. Habitats would also suffer from adverse impacts of development and part of the
site is admitted to be vulnerable to surface water flooding. The vehicular access proposed off Beechfield
will add to traffic problems around its junction with the Newby Wiske road immediately outside the
primary school. Here there is severe congestion and highway/child safety problems at school start and
finish times with parents’ cars parked along the roadsides. There is no available public transport service
to the site (although rather surprisingly this does not feature under para 9.2 Development Requirements
– Access and Highways). There are clearly no over-riding site specific environmental factors which
would justify the allocation of this relatively large greenfield site in the countryside. For the above
reasons I request that Site SOT1: Beechfield, South Otterington be deleted from the Local Plan and
Policies Map.
Comment by

Matthew Sawyer (1225441)

Comment ID

LPreg19-469

Response Date

14/09/19 09:23

Consultation Point

Meeting Hambleton's Housing Need (View)
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Processed
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0.7
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2019-09-14 M Sawyer LPreg19-237_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
See attached file for full submission Hambleton have inflated the housing requirement. Local Plans
are required to use the Government's standard methodology for housing need. This calculation yields
a requirement for 3420 dwellings over the period from 2014-2035. However, Hambleton's own analysis
(which they should only be using under exceptional circumstances) states that 6615 dwellings will be
needed. Since 2014, a total of 2136 dwellings have been completed. Future commitments (ie. dwellings
that have already got permission) total a further 4013. There is no demonstrable need for HDC to
allocate any more land for housing. 2.2 The Local Plan fails to deliver economic benefit to the county
HEDNA points out ‘a jobs growth of 6,800 jobs over the 2014-35 period. However, much of this growth
has occurred in the 2014-16 period which the labour market has already responded to” (11.14, p124).
The councils own (HEDNA) report shows most of the predicted employment growth has already
occurred. The council would intend to seek grant support for the project (Local Plan 4.12, p63). This
would be spending public money on a private industrial development. This has not been shown to be
a cost-effective way to stimulate growth, but merely incentivises companies to relocate from one side
of a district border to the other. 2.3 The Local Plan fails to deliver on its own strategy principles about
welfare, environment The Local Plan focus on employment sectors includes tourism and agriculture
in the top 3.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
As detailed in the above submission there are multiple issues in Part 1 which could be addressed to
ensure legal compliance. These include meet minimum statutory requirements in communicating with
residents, land owners and affected parties, timeliness of responses, availability of documents,
transparency in dealings with questions and queries, adequate assessments of alternative sites,
involvement and informing the public, following the guidance of independent reports. HDC has failed
to demonstrate consultation with statutory organisations such as Natural England
Part 2 of the above representation focuses on the unsoundness of the plan. Specifically to become
sound, an objective assessment of needs using standard methodology needs to occur - currently
there is no demonstrable need for the land for additional employment shown. The population based
calculations need revising to demonstrate future rather than past requirements. The calculations used
flawed methodology resulting in overgenerous claims of requirements. This needs correcting. Housing
requirements is shown by HDC to be far in excess of expected demand, with future commitments
already covering predictions. The impact on local character, tourism, food production, landscape, retail,
public health, biodiversity, flooding, air quality and transport have been inadequately assessed.
Complying with the national legislation on climate change or the 25 year environment plan has not
been demonstrated.
Addressing the above issues could potentially make the Local Plan both legally compliant and sound
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The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
I feel it is important to have local representation from local residents. The Local Plan will impact on
local residents until at least 2035 and the long term impacts felt for generations to come. It is vital that
the Inspectors are able to hear and understand the view of the population who will live with the decisions
being made. There appear to have been multiple failures in legality and soundness in the preparation
of the Local Plan and it is important that the Inspector is made aware and HDC held to account.
Comment by

Thirsk and Malton Constituency Labour Party (Ms
Mick Johnston - 1225708)

Comment ID

LPreg19-346

Response Date

17/09/19 16:30
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Status
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0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
The Plan fails to meet the Legal Compliance requirement to consult because the scale of need proposed
is based on technical documents which are impenetrable and incomprehensible to the lay person.
They do not therefore provide an adequate basi sfor consultation. The Plan does not state the migration
assumptions on which the figures of need are based. It is therfgore Not Positively Prepared and not
Justified. See expanded comment below. 1. Documentation. a. The Plan relies totally on the supporting
documents to make the case for its proposals on housing. These documents are lengthy and highly
technical. The primary document, the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment of
2018 is 120 pages long but can’t be understood without reference to the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment of 2016 which is 165 pages long. Both are written in opaque, jargon ridden, technical
language making them inaccessible to the lay consultee. While the technical justification may be
necessary to protect the Council from legal challenges from developers who can pay for their own
technical experts to decode the documents they are not an acceptable basis for public consultation
and debate. The Plan therefore fails to meet the Legal Compliance requirement to consult the public
because it either conceals or cloaks in jargon some of the key points on which it is required to consult.
b. A bridging document should be provided which takes out the relevant key content from the technical
documents, puts it in plain English and clearly sets out the line of reasoning running from the
assessments of need to the policies proposed in the plan. Without this the consultation exercise is a
sham. 2. Population and Migration. a. The assessments of need are based essentially on projections
and assumptions about the size of the future population which the District should provide for. This is
made up of the net increase of the existing population, through births and deaths, which can be
projected with reasonable confidence, and net migration into the area. However nowhere, in either the
plan or the support documents does it spell out what level of net in-migration the Council is proposing
or what the justification is. This is a serious omission both because the public may have a view on it
and because it has consequences for the housing delivery policies. The level of net migration which
is built into the assessment of need should be explicitly stated. b. It appears that maybe as much as
two thirds of the new housing proposed is to accommodate net in-migration. We have no objection to
in-migration in itself but are calling for specific safeguards relating to it. c. If the in-migrants are working
and continue to work in the areas they moved from significant commuting will result putting strain on
transport infrastructure and working against the sustainability that the Plan claims to support. This
should be identified in the plan as a risk, assessed and mediated if necessary. d. Significant in-migration
could mean that households currently living in the area are less able to access housing as a result of
the operation of the private sector market. This risk should be identified in the plan and a commitment
made to monitor in-migration, assess the impact on the private housing market and identify any
implications for the provision of affordable housing. e. The Plan is Not Positively Prepared and Not
Justified as it does not spell out its assumptions on migration and consequently can’t be judged on
whether or not it deals adequately with it. The level of population the Plan seeks to deal with and the
reasons for it are absolutely fundamental.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
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What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
A document providing the justification of the scale of housing need in plain english should be provided.
Ther assumptions on migration should be made explicit
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To present the case putlined above
Comment by

Labour Party (Mr Mark White - 1225492)

Comment ID

LPreg19-324

Response Date
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2019-09-17 Labour Party LPreg19-324

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
We broadly support the Vision and Spatial Strategy as being consistent with the aim of sustainability.
However, the Housing Element of the Plan is seriously deficient in a number of ways and should be
referred back until these deficiencies are addressed. The deficiencies are 1. Documentation. a. The
Plan relies totally on the supporting documents to make the case for its proposals on housing. These
documents are lengthy and highly technical. The primary document, the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment of 2018 is 120 pages long but can’t be understood without reference
to the Strategic Housing Market Assessment of 2016 which is 165 pages long. Both are written in
opaque, jargon ridden, technical language making them inaccessible to the lay consultee. While the
technical justification may be necessary to protect the Council from legal challenges from developers
who can pay for their own technical experts to decode the documents they are not an acceptable basis
for public consultation and debate. The Plan therefore fails to meet the Legal Compliance requirement
to consult the public because it either conceals or cloaks in jargon some of the key points on which it
is required to consult. b. A bridging document should be provided which takes out the relevant key
content from the technical documents, puts it in plain English and clearly sets out the line of reasoning
running from the assessments of need to the policies proposed in the plan. Without this the consultation
exercise is a sham. 2. Population and Migration. a. The assessments of need are based essentially
on projections and assumptions about the size of the future population which the District should provide
for. This is made up of the net increase of the existing population, through births and deaths, which
can be projected with reasonable confidence, and net migration into the area. However nowhere, in
either the plan or the support documents does it spell out what level of net in-migration the Council is
proposing or what the justification is. This is a serious omission both because the public may have a
view on it and because it has consequences for the housing delivery policies. The level of net migration
which is built into the assessment of need should be explicitly stated. b. It appears that maybe as much
as two thirds of the new housing proposed is to accommodate net in-migration. We have no objection
to in-migration in itself but are calling for specific safeguards relating to it. c. If the in-migrants are
working and continue to work in the areas they moved from significant commuting will result putting
strain on transport infrastructure and working against the sustainability that the Plan claims to support.
This should be identified in the plan as a risk, assessed and mediated if necessary. d. Significant
in-migration could mean that households currently living in the area are less able to access housing
as a result of the operation of the private sector market. This risk should be identified in the plan and
a commitment made to monitor in-migration, assess the impact on the private housing market and
identify any implications for the provision of affordable housing. e. The Plan is Not Positively Prepared
as it does not spell out its assumptions on migration and consequently can’t be judged on whether or
not it deals adequately with it. The level of population the Plan seeks to deal with and the reasons for
it are absolutely fundamental.
Supporting documents
If you would like you can support your representation with supporting documents. Please provide a description
for any documents you upload and clearly reference them in your representation statement above.
If you want to refer to a publication that is available elsewhere or that is subject to copyright that you do not
control please provide a link to a website where it is available or give a full reference (including author(s),
full title and date of publication) in your comment.
By submitting a supporting document you give permission for the council to use it for the purposes of drawing
up planning policy for Hambleton and to reproduce the document for such purposes.
Please note: There is no limit to the size of documents that can be uploaded but please only upload relevant
documents and consider the use of extracts for long documents.
To upload more than one document first select your first document and upload it, then save your comment
using the 'Save as draft' button at the bottom of the page. You can then select another document to upload.
Please be aware that documents that are uploaded will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please
take care to make sure that no personal information such as email or postal addresses is included.
2019-09-17 Labour Party LPreg19-324
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
There are multiple areas where the assessement of Housing need is inconsistent with the county
assessment of requirements.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-685

Response Date

11/09/19 16:38

Consultation Point

5.5 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed
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0.8

Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 18a
LPreg19-657.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.19 Paragraph 5.5 states that between the base date of the plan (1 April 2014) and 31 March 2019,
the District has had consistently high housing completions with a total of 2,136 dwellings built during
this time. This equates to 427 dwellings per annum and therefore in excess of the proposed annual
housing requirement figure of 315 dwellings. 2.20 Whilst it is positive that there has been a high number
of housing completions, this is clearly reflective of demand. The Government’s housing strategy seeks
to significantly boost the supply of housing and therefore to accord with national policy, sufficient
allocations should be identified to ensure that need as well as demand are satisfied.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-706

Response Date

11/09/19 10:06

Consultation Point

5.5 Paragraph (View)

Status
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Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 044 059.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
2.21 Paragraph 5.5 states that between the base date of the plan (1 April 2014) and 31 March 2019,
the District has had consistently high housing completions with a total of 2,136 dwellings built during
this time. This equates to 427 dwellings per annum and therefore in excess of the proposed annual
housing requirement figure of 315 dwellings. 2.22 Whilst it is positive that there has been a high number
of housing completions, this is clearly reflective of demand. The Government’s housing strategy seeks
to significantly boost the supply of housing and therefore to accord with national policy, sufficient
allocations should be identified to ensure that need as well as demand are satisfied.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-707

Response Date

11/09/19 10:07

Consultation Point

5.6 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type
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Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 044 059.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.23 Paragraph 5.6 states that the existing supply of sites that have planning permission for residential
development and are expected to be delivered during the plan period are set out in the Council’s
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). A 10% allowance to account for small sites
that are unlikely to be implemented has been made. With this allowance the capacity of existing
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commitments is considered to be 4,013 dwellings. 2.24 ID Planning have reviewed the SHLAA but
there is not a single table which identifies the sites which make up this element of the Council’s supply.
This information has been requested from the Council but to date has not been provided. Given this
element of the Council’s supply equates to 60% of the total housing requirement, this supporting
information is a key part of the Council’s evidence base and should be transparent and easily identifiable.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
2.25 For the plan to be positively prepared and effective, the Council should provide as part of its
evidence base a clear list of sites with planning applications references and decision expiry dates to
enable an assessment of the committed sites which are proposed to deliver 4,013 dwellings. This list
of sites should form an appendix to the plan. The Council states this information is provided in the
SHLAA and whilst that document does provide information in relation to sites which have planning
permission in various sections, it is not readily apparent / transparent which sites comprise those which
the Council is relying on as commitments.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.21 Paragraph 5.6 states that the existing supply of sites that have planning permission for residential
development and are expected to be delivered during the plan period are set out in the Council’s
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). A 10% allowance to account for small sites
that are unlikely to be implemented has been made. With this allowance the capacity of existing
commitments is considered to be 4,013 dwellings. 2.22 ID Planning have reviewed the SHLAA but
there is not a single table which identifies the sites which make up this element of the Council’s supply.
This information has been requested from the Council but to date has not been provided. Given this
element of the Council’s supply equates to 60% of the total housing requirement, this supporting
information is a key part of the Council’s evidence base and should be transparent and easily identifiable.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
2.23 For the plan to be positively prepared and effective, the Council should provide as part of its
evidence base a clear list of sites with planning applications references and decision expiry dates to
enable an assessment of the committed sites which are proposed to deliver 4,013 dwellings. This list
of sites should form an appendix to the plan. The Council states this information is provided in the
SHLAA and whilst that document does provide information in relation to sites which have planning
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permission in various sections, it is not readily apparent / transparent which sites comprise those which
the Council is relying on as commitments.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.24 Paragraph 5.7 and the associated table identifies the residual requirement for allocation. The
table identifies the total requirement over the plan period from which completions (2,136 dwellings)
and commitments (4,013 dwellings) are deducted. The residual minimum requirement for allocation
is identified to be just 466 dwellings over the remaining 15 years of the plan period (31 dwellings per
annum). This demonstrates the Council are extremely reliant on existing commitments being delivered
if the housing requirement is to be met. 2.25 The Council’s reliance on 4,013 dwellings being delivered
from existing commitments is unsound. It is advised at paragraph 5.6 that a 10% allowance has been
made to account for non-implementation of small sites with permission, but no such adjustment has
been made for the remainder of the sites and there is no suggestion that a site by site assessment
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has been undertaken to determine whether there is a realistic prospect of delivery. 2.26 The Council
state the committed sites are set out in the SHLAA. Annex 2 of the SHLAA provides a 5 year supply
assessment of allocated sites. It is unclear whether the Council has classed all existing allocations as
commitments given that no clear information has been provided to determine what makes up the 4,013
dwelling figure. 2.27 Within the list of sites at Annex 2 there are sites with no planning permission,
sites with only outline planning permission and sites where there is stated to be no developer. These
sites cannot be delivered until there is full planning permission or a Reserved Matters approval. The
Council should provide evidence that these sites are deliverable as defined in the NPPF if they are to
be relied on and included as a commitment. 2.28 In total, the allocated sites (with and without
permission) in Annex 2 are identified to deliver 2,051 dwellings. The table then lists two sites which
are assumed to be larger windfall sites (Stillington Road, Easingwold and Tanton Road, Stokesley)
although no information is given in relation to these sites (there are no details of whether they have
permission and no allocation reference). These two sites are expected to deliver 330 dwellings. The
table then identifies that 1,003 dwellings are expected to be delivered from windfall permissions which
is then reduced to 955 dwellings taking into account a 10% non-implementation adjustment for small
sites. 2.29 Annex 3 of the SHLAA provides tables by sub-area (Bedale, Easingwold, Northallerton,
Stokesley and Thirsk) of unallocated sites with planning permission which comprise the 1,003 (adjusted
to 955) windfall dwellings. A review of these tables identifies there are sites with only outline permission,
sites which had full planning permission or Reserved Matters approval but where that permission will
now have expired and sites which have permission but where there is no evidence of any activity taking
place. As with the allocated sites, it is clear there are sites being relied upon to deliver, where there is
no evidence to demonstrate a realistic prospect of delivery. The Council should provide this evidence
if sites such as these are to be included as a commitment. 2.30 In total, the allocated sites, the 2 larger
sites (assumed windfall) and the adjusted windfall permissions across the sub-areas comprise 3,326
dwellings, which is 687 dwellings lower than the figure stated in the consultation document of 4,013
dwellings. It is unclear from the SHLAA where the discrepancy lies. 2.31 This review of the information
in the SHLAA highlights that the Council’s inclusion of 4,013 dwellings cannot be relied on. Firstly,
because it is unclear which sites the Council have included as commitments as there is no table which
clearly identifies these sites and the associated 4,013 dwelling total. Secondly, it is evident from a
review of sites that are thought to be included as commitments that the figure is not realistic given the
inclusion of allocations without permission, sites where permission has now expired and sites with
only outline planning permission. 2.32 In addition, the Council’s reliance on 4,013 dwellings from
existing ‘commitments’ raises questions about how a 5 year supply will be demonstrated beyond the
next 5 year period. The figures in Annex 2 and 3 suggest that these committed dwellings will be
delivered in the next five years (to 2022/3). If this is the case, from 2024 onwards to demonstrate a 5
year supply the Council will then be reliant on its new allocations. However, the residual requirement
of 466 dwellings is only sufficient to deliver approximately 1.5 years supply. On this basis, it will not
be possible to demonstrate a 5 year supply beyond 2025 based on the residual requirement identified.
The Council therefore need to identify sufficient allocations to ensure they will be able to demonstrate
a 5 year housing land supply from 2025 to 2035. 2.33 A further concern having reviewed the Council’s
commitments is the quantum of windfall permissions which relate to small sites, particularly single
dwelling approvals. Whilst it is appreciated that the Council has applied a non-implementation discount
to small sites, it is important to highlight that these sites are unlikely to address the Council’s key
housing issues, namely the delivery of accommodation for younger people, single storey dwellings
and affordable housing. Additional allocations of larger sites are therefore required if this need is
genuinely to be met.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
2.34 For the Plan to be sound the Council should clearly identify which sites comprise the 4,013
dwellings being relied on as commitments. It is not clear from a review of the SHLAA how this figure
has been derived. The list of sites (including planning permission references, evidence that the sites
are deliverable and permission expiry dates) should be included as an Appendix to the plan.2.35 Upon
clear identification of the individual sites, an assessment should be undertaken to determine whether
there is a realistic prospect of delivery to ensure these sites can be relied upon. The quantum of
commitments being relied upon equates to 60% of the total housing requirement and when completions
are taken into account the residual requirement for allocation equates to just 7% of the total housing
requirement. The Council therefore needs to demonstrate a degree of certainty of delivery of these
commitments otherwise the plan will be ineffective. Based on the lack of evidence provided by the
Council in relation to the commitments, at the present time the proposed approach is not justified.2.36
Based on ID Planning’s review of the sites that are assumed to be included as commitments, there
are sites that cannot be relied on as some appear to have no planning permission, some have expired
since the SHLAA was prepared and other sites only have outline permission. In addition, it has been
highlighted that if all the commitments are delivered by 2022/23 as the SHLAA suggests, there will be
insufficient allocations to demonstrate a 5 year supply beyond this point, as the new allocations can
only deliver a 1.5 year supply. On this basis, the residual minimum requirement for allocation should
be increased to account for commitments which do not have a realistic prospect of delivery and to
ensure a 5 year supply can be demonstrated beyond 2023/24.2.37 An increase in the residual minimum
requirement is also required to ensure the Council’s key housing issues relating to the need for housing
for young people, single storey properties and affordable dwellings can be addressed.The commitments
include a large number of small sites, many of which are single dwelling permissions.These permissions
will not address the key housing issues. In contrast, new allocations can provide a mix of houses and
affordable dwellings.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.26 Paragraph 5.7 and the associated table identifies the residual requirement for allocation. The
table identifies the total requirement over the plan period from which completions (2,136 dwellings)
and commitments (4,013 dwellings) are deducted. The residual minimum requirement for allocation
is identified to be just 466 dwellings over the remaining 15 years of the plan period (31 dwellings per
annum). This demonstrates the Council are extremely reliant on existing commitments being delivered
if the housing requirement is to be met. 2.27 The Council’s reliance on 4,013 dwellings being delivered
from existing commitments is unsound. It is advised at paragraph 5.6 that a 10% allowance has been
made to account for non-implementation of small sites with permission, but no such adjustment has
been made for the remainder of the sites and there is no suggestion that a site by site assessment
has been undertaken to determine whether there is a realistic prospect of delivery. 2.28 The Council
state the committed sites are set out in the SHLAA. Annex 2 of the SHLAA provides a 5 year supply
assessment of allocated sites. It is unclear whether the Council has classed all existing allocations as
commitments given that no clear information has been provided to determine what makes up the 4,013
dwelling figure. 2.29 Within the list of sites at Annex 2 there are sites with no planning permission,
sites with only outline planning permission and sites where there is stated to be no developer. These
sites cannot be delivered until there is full planning permission or a Reserved Matters approval. The
Council should provide evidence that these sites are deliverable as defined in the NPPF if they are to
be relied on and included as a commitment. 2.30 In total, the allocated sites (with and without
permission) in Annex 2 are identified to deliver 2,051 dwellings. The table then lists two sites which
are assumed to be larger windfall sites (Stillington Road, Easingwold and Tanton Road, Stokesley)
although no information is given in relation to these sites (there are no details of whether they have
permission and no allocation reference). These two sites are expected to deliver 330 dwellings. The
table then identifies that 1,003 dwellings are expected to be delivered from windfall permissions which
is then reduced to 955 dwellings taking into account a 10% non-implementation adjustment for small
sites. 2.31 Annex 3 of the SHLAA provides tables by sub-area (Bedale, Easingwold, Northallerton,
Stokesley and Thirsk) of unallocated sites with planning permission which comprise the 1,003 (adjusted
to 955) windfall dwellings. A review of these tables identifies there are sites with only outline permission,
sites which had full planning permission or Reserved Matters approval but where that permission will
now have expired and sites which have permission but where there is no evidence of any activity taking
place. As with the allocated sites, it is clear there are sites being relied upon to deliver, where there is
no evidence to demonstrate a realistic prospect of delivery. The Council should provide this evidence
if sites such as these are to be included as a commitment. 2.32 In total, the allocated sites, the 2 larger
sites (assumed windfall) and the adjusted windfall permissions across the sub-areas comprise 3,326
dwellings, which is 687 dwellings lower than the figure stated in the consultation document of 4,013
dwellings. It is unclear from the SHLAA where the discrepancy lies. 2.33 This review of the information
in the SHLAA highlights that the Council’s inclusion of 4,013 dwellings cannot be relied on. Firstly,
because it is unclear which sites the Council have included as commitments as there is no table which
clearly identifies these sites and the associated 4,013 dwelling total. Secondly, it is evident from a
review of sites that are thought to be included as commitments that the figure is not realistic given the
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inclusion of allocations without permission, sites where permission has now expired and sites with
only outline planning permission. 2.34 In addition, the Council’s reliance on 4,013 dwellings from
existing ‘commitments’ raises questions about how a 5 year supply will be demonstrated beyond the
next 5 year period. The figures in Annex 2 and 3 suggest that these committed dwellings will be
delivered in the next five years (to 2022/3). If this is the case, from 2024 onwards to demonstrate a 5
year supply the Council will then be reliant on its new allocations. However, the residual requirement
of 466 dwellings is only sufficient to deliver approximately 1.5 years supply. On this basis, it will not
be possible to demonstrate a 5 year supply beyond 2025 based on the residual requirement identified.
The Council therefore need to identify sufficient allocations to ensure they will be able to demonstrate
a 5 year housing land supply from 2025 to 2035. 2.35 A further concern having reviewed the Council’s
commitments is the quantum of windfall permissions which relate to small sites, particularly single
dwelling approvals. Whilst it is appreciated that the Council has applied a nonimplementation discount
to small sites, it is important to highlight that these sites are unlikely to address the Council’s key
housing issues, namely the delivery of accommodation for younger people, single storey dwellings
and affordable housing. Additional allocations of larger sites are therefore required if this need is
genuinely to be met.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
2.36 For the Plan to be sound the Council should clearly identify which sites comprise the 4,013
dwellings being relied on as commitments. It is not clear from a review of the SHLAA how this figure
has been derived. The list of sites (including planning permission references, evidence that the sites
are deliverable and permission expiry dates) should be included as an Appendix to the plan.
2.37 Upon clear identification of the individual sites, an assessment should be undertaken to determine
whether there is a realistic prospect of delivery to ensure these sites can be relied upon. The quantum
of commitments being relied upon equates to 60% of the total housing requirement and when
completions are taken into account the residual requirement for allocation equates to just 7% of the
total housing requirement. The Council therefore needs to demonstrate a degree of certainty of delivery
of these commitments otherwise the plan will be ineffective. Based on the lack of evidence provided
by the Council in relation to the commitments, at the present time the proposed approach is not justified.
2.38 Based on ID Planning’s review of the sites that are assumed to be included as commitments,
there are sites that cannot be relied on as some appear to have no planning permission, some have
expired since the SHLAA was prepared and other sites only have outline permission. In addition, it
has been highlighted that if all the commitments are delivered by 2022/23 as the SHLAA suggests,
there will be insufficient allocations to demonstrate a 5 year supply beyond this point, as the new
allocations can only deliver a 1.5 year supply. On this basis, the residual minimum requirement for
allocation should be increased to account for commitments which do not have a realistic prospect of
delivery and to ensure a 5 year supply can be demonstrated beyond 2023/24.
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2.39 An increase in the residual minimum requirement is also required to ensure the Council’s key
housing issues relating to the need for housing for young people, single storey properties and affordable
dwellings can be addressed. The commitments include a large number of small sites, many of which
are single dwelling permissions. These permissions will not address the key housing issues. In contrast,
new allocations can provide a mix of houses and affordable dwellings.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The proposed approach to meeting the identified housing requirement relies heavily on completions
to date for the Plan period, which extends back to April 2014 due to delays in the Plan preparation,
and committed development. A significant proportion of both of these figures is represented by
development in the Service Centre market towns particularly Northallerton and Thirsk. The proposed
number of new allocations required has decreased significantly from around 3,000 proposed in the
Preferred Options consultation. Whilst Banks Property welcomes that Policy HG1 proposes sites for
allocation in excess of the residual minimum requirement, we still believe the approach to calculating
the residual requirement is flawed. This presents a risk to the future prosperity of the District by not
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promoting adequate housing growth and associated economic development throughout the forthcoming
Plan period.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy HG1 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared or justified for the following
reasons: Policy HG1 sets out the housing allocations for Hambleton. Persimmon Homes sets out our
detailed response regarding specific sites below. It is important that all the sites contained within the
plan are deliverable over the plan period and provide a range of development opportunities. The
Council’s assumptions on sites in relation to delivery and capacity should be realistic based on evidence
supported by the parties responsible for housing delivery and sense checked by the Council based
on local knowledge and historical empirical data. Persimmon Homes consider that it is important that
the spatial distribution of sites follows a logical hierarchy, provides an appropriate development pattern
and supports sustainable development within all market areas. It is important that the plan should seek
not only to provide sufficient development opportunities to meet the housing requirement but also to
provide a suitable buffer over and above this requirement. The reasons for the inclusion of such a
buffer are two-fold. Firstly, the NPPF is clear that plans should be positively prepared, aspirational and
significantly boost housing supply. In this regard the housing requirements set within the plan should
be viewed as a minimum requirement, this interpretation is consistent with numerous inspectors’
decisions following local plan examination. Therefore, if the plan is to achieve its housing requirement
as a minimum, it stands to reason that additional sites are required to enable the plan requirements
to be surpassed. Secondly, to provide flexibility. A buffer of sites will therefore provide greater
opportunities for the plan to deliver its housing requirement.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Persimmon Homes recommends that the policy should be modified as follows in order to make the
document sound:• Persimmon Homes recommend a 20% buffer of sites be included within the plan
and identify additional sites for housing.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Chapter 5 of the Publication Draft identifies the residual requirement from new housing allocations, to
meet the district’s housing need of 6,615 homes over the Plan period. When subtracting the completions
to date from the Plan period (2,136) and commitments (4,013), the residual requirement is to provide
466 additional homes over the Plan period. Clarity is required as to what sites constitute a ‘commitment’.
Paragraph 5.6 of the Publication Draft states that these are sites “that have planning permission for
residential development and are expected to be delivered during the Plan period” (as identified within
the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2019) (‘SHLAA’)), minus a 10% allowance to
account for the proportion of small sites that are unlikely to be implemented. However, emerging
allocation NOR1 (which does not have permission for residential development) identifies NM5C as a
‘commitment’. Paragraph 5.18 of the Publication Draft identifies that emerging Policy HG1 (‘Housing
Delivery’) allocates sites in accordance with the spatial distribution set out within emerging Policy S3
and in excess of the residual housing requirement, to ensure that there is “a good supply of deliverable
land for housing, to ensure that the identified affordable housing need is addressed and to help support
service provision in Service and Secondary Villages”. This is reinforced within paragraphs 5.8 - 5.10,
which relate to the difficulties the Council have in delivering affordable housing. Clarity is required
regarding the time frames for delivering the identified emerging allocations. Paragraph 73 of the NPPF
states that strategic policies should “include a trajectory illustrating the expected rate of housing delivery
over the plan period, and all plans should consider whether it is appropriate to set out the anticipated
rate of development for specific sites”. The Publication Draft neither provides a trajectory nor comments
on the rate of development across specific sites. In order to ensure compliance with national planning
policy and for the Local Plan to be sound, this needs addressing. Building on from emerging Policy
S2 and S3, emerging Policy H1 (‘Housing Delivery’) seeks to allocate sites for housing and mixed
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uses, with 640 homes within Northallerton at ‘NOR1: Winton Road, Northallerton’, with 200 as a
‘commitment’, equating to a gross figure of 840. Commentary that relates specifically to emerging
allocation NOR1, is provided at paragraph 3.13 of this document [see attached submission for
LPreg19-954]. However, further to the above mentioned point regarding the need for clarity over what
constitutes a ‘commitment’, further information setting out why the figure of 200 dwellings has been
included as commitment at this site should be provided. The extant allocation of NM5C provides for
160 dwellings. Without this justification the Plan is not sound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Church Commissioners for England have significant landholdings within Hambleton, particularly
around Northallerton.The emerging Local Plan, in particular emerging allocation NOR1 (which currently
contains significant drafting errors), directly impacts upon our Client’s interests. In light of this and in
order to ensure that a sound Plan is prepared, the Commissioner’s wish to take part in future Hearing
sessions.
Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)
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2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
5.1.1 Policy HG1 confirms how residual housing needs required for the remaining plan period will be
delivered. Policy HG1 identifies a total of 18 sites with a collective capacity for 1,584 net dwellings.
Sites are identified for settlements in each tier of the settlement hierarchy excluding other villages.
5.1.2 Gladman is supportive of the following measures taken by the Council in its allocation of Sites:
• The Council has sought to allocate a capacity of land which is in excess of the identified residual
housing need; • The Council has identified sites in all tiers of the settlement hierarchy, providing for a
range of locations for development to encourage housing delivery, and to address housing needs in
rural areas of the District; and • The Council has identified a range of scale of housing sites, which
whilst adhering to national planning policy regarding the role of small to medium sites, will also be of
benefit to delivery rates, as such sites are rarely subject to the infrastructure requirements and legal
complexities of larger sites. 5.1.3 Despite these positive points, it is unclear to Gladman how the
proposed allocations have been identified and what spatial strategy these align to. This point reflects
previous discussion had in Sections 3 (SA) and 4 (Housing Distribution) wherein the failure of the
Council to identify the level of growth needed at each settlement/tier of the settlement hierarchy means
that it is hard to judge whether the Local Plan provides for a sustainable pattern of development and
whether the Local Plan is effective in addressing identified needs. This issue is not helped by the
absence of any breakdown as to the location of completions and commitments achieved thus far in
the plan period with only district wide figures provided. 5.1.4 The lack of this information means it is
unclear why the Council has allocated the sites it has in the way it has. It is unclear why there are two
sites proposed for Thirsk and Sowerby and Bedale with Aiskew, when only a single allocation is
proposed for Northallerton, Easingwold and Stokesley. It is also unclear why all service villages and
secondary villages do not benefit from an allocation, why the allocations made through the plan at
these tiers vary quite substantially, or why some secondary villages are allocated a higher amount of
development than is identified in the same policy for service villages despite being with a higher tier
of the settlement hierarchy as defined through Policy S3 of the Plan Gladman acknowledge that policy
guidance on the appropriateness of a strategy or policy has been relaxed since the publication of the
2019 NPPF, however based on existing evidence and policy, Gladman is unable to conclude that the
strategy put forward by the Council through this policy represents even an appropriate one taking into
account the policies of the NPPF. 5.1.6 To address these concerns, Gladman reiterate the need for
the Council to define the distribution provided by the Local Plan through Policy S3. Suitable and
sufficient sites to make up the balance for these settlements/tiers (plus an additional amount of flexibility)
should then be identified through the Local Plan/Neighbourhood Plan making process. 5.1.7 Based
on the submissions made in this representation relating to the proposed housing requirement and the
plan period, Gladman consider that the residual housing need required to meet the plan requirement
is higher than set out by the Council in its table on page 92 of the Plan. Gladman’s position in relation
to this is set out in Figure 2 below. Gladman’s assessment below confirms the need for further allocations
to be made through the Local Plan to secure the full delivery of the housing requirement over the
period 2019 to 2036. This is inclusive of a 17% buffer in supply to the housing requirement which is
currently planned for through the Local Plan. Figure 2: Residual Needs in Hambleton Total Housing
Requirement 2019 to 2036: 5,355 dwellings (315 dpa x 17): Commitments at 31st March 2019: 4,013
dwellings. Residual Need: 1,342 dwellings. 17% buffer for flexibility: 910 dwellings. Overall Supply to
be allocated through the Local Plan/Neighbourhood Plans: 2,252 dwellings. 5.1.8 The implications of
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the above in contrast to allocations proposed in the Local Plan means, on a District wide basis, there
is need for a further 665 dwellings to be allocated through the Local Plan. Depending on the location
of existing commitments, Gladman consider that the following amendments to the planned supply are
necessary in order to fulfil the suggested spatial pattern of development set out in Figure 1 of this
representation: • Northallerton with Romanby: +45 dwellings • Thirsk with Sowerby: +182 dwellings •
Bedale with Aiskew: +125 dwellings • Stokesley: +147 dwellings • Easingwold: +125 dwellings Service
Villages: +87 dwellings • Secondary Villages: -46 dwellings 5.1.9 Where negative figures are shown,
this is due to instances of where the allocated amount would exceed the spatial pattern outlined in
Figure 1 of this representation. This does not necessarily mean that sites should be de-allocated given
Gladman’s position that settlement or tier requirements should be treated as minimum requirements.
It may also be that these areas also have minimal commitments so further allocations may be necessary.
The extent of over provision accounting for commitments will need to be considered in the overall
planning balance taking into account the development needs and to deliver a sustainable pattern of
development. 5.1.10 Based on the above Gladman therefore consider that further allocations are
necessary at all Main Towns in the District, with additional allocations necessary across the Service
Village tier, in order to provide for a deliverable Local Plan and a sustainable pattern of development.
5.1.11 In response to this finding, Gladman make site specific submissions in Section 7 of this
representation of sites considered suitable for allocation through the Local Plan. Leeming Bar 5.1.12
150 dwellings are proposed to be allocated at Leeming Bar through Policy HG1. Gladman has already
set out our concerns regarding the weight given to Leeming Bar as a focus location for growth despite
the absence of daily essential services. Gladman consider that the Council’s policy will encourage
travel by car rather than discourage it and that further allocations should instead be sought at nearby
Bedale with Aiskew, which is defined as a Main Town in the settlement hierarchy
Comment by
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2019-09-17 Easingwold Town Council
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Housing [See full submission for table] Throughout Hambleton demand for housing is strong and
Easingwold’s median house price is significantly higher than the Hambleton median of £229,950.
Equally our affordability is even lower. Many people look to either retire in Easingwold or locate here
and commute to York, Harrogate or Leeds etc. This has been driving massive housing development
in Easingwold in recent years. Such that all the land that was allocated for housing development in
the lapsed LDF has secured planning permission plus the land for the Keir development that was
outside that envelope thanks to the intervention by Gladman. The additional Jomast development of
a further 80 houses gave planning for a supermarket and petrol station. In the 5 years from 2007 2012 the Easingwold dwellings growth was 11%. Then from 2012 – 2017 it accelerated to 16%. Now,
if all the approved and planned housing is built by 2022, then the 5 years 2017 – 2022 will deliver a
massive 25% dwellings growth. This would mean that Easingwold would have >60% more dwellings
in 2022 than it had in 2007. Against this, the draft local plan provides for no further development (other
than windfall) within the subsequent 13 years (2022 – 2035). This seems to be both wholly unrealistic
and undesirable as it expects a town that has grown at such a rate for 15 years then to have no further
development at all for most of the draft plan’s duration. We believe that the consequences of such a
decision would soon be felt, both in higher house prices, increasing housing waiting lists and demands
for uncontrolled developments. (Note: The basis of this projection is that, up to 2022, there are 410
homes with an existing planning permission to be built or being built (Keir, Persimmon, Jomast and
infills). Plus, 125 dwellings provided for in the EAS1 proposal behind the Easingwold Primary School.
This because it seems that this development too is likely to be scheduled early in order to secure the
future of the Easingwold Primary School, to give it necessary playing fields and deliver its ability to
absorb the predicted volume of pupils). 2022 – 2035 is an awfully long time for a town such as
Easingwold to be with no remaining development envelope available. We suspect that it will leave the
town exposed to more unplanned, speculative development applications for sites not in the new Local
Plan. It seems likely that many sites that were defined as “preferred sites” in the Call for Sites exercise,
but not allocated will reappear with demands they be allowed; bringing back echoes of the Gladman
issue. What about Community Planning? ETC notes that, through the Localism Act, the Government
has introduced the possibility to increase our town’s influence in our local area through the preparation
of a Neighbourhood Plan and that this can become part of the statutory Development Plan and sit
alongside the Local Plan policies, forming the basis for determining planning applications. So perhaps
ETC could seek to address this shortfall by creating a Neighbourhood Plan for 2022 or 2023 until the
end of the new Local Plan. However, we are concerned about both the timing and local acceptability
of such an approach. Easingwold will have undergone a massive level of development by 2022 and
will not have consolidated the growth or corrected its impact on its infrastructure. Expecting to win a
Neighbourhood Plan referendum seeking to add more growth, when the Local Plan says at a District
level it is not necessary is extremely risky. Why should Easingwold wait? It would seem more appropriate
to make adequate provision in the Local Plan in the first place. Whilst we understand and support the
current policy to keep people in their homes as long as is possible. Easingwold will soon have a
population of over 6,000 people. So probably 3,500 or more over 50’s plus and probably twice that
number in the villages. Sadly, some of them are not going to be able to stay in their own homes,
because of chronic mobility or other health problems or dementia. The current situation with regard to
elderly residential provision is Easingwold and nearby is as follows: [See full submission for table]
Easingwold is registered as a dementia friendly town but there is a limit to what non-residential support
can do. In Easingwold itself Springhill Court is full; and although Stillington Oaks (McCarthy & Stone)
has availability it is simply unaffordable for the majority of the aging population. Within a reasonable
drive only 14 vacancies exist today. We know of local people being placed in residential homes as far
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away as Richmond, with the accompanying difficulties for their families and friends to keep their contacts
alive. Provision for this part of the population is going to be needed and is lacking in the draft plan.
Within Easingwold town centre, the Tanpit Lodge site has a regional renal centre, but is otherwise
unused. It previously provided residential services, could it not be rebuilt or upgraded to improve local
provision? Even if it were, will it be enough? There are no allocations within the Local Plan to deal
adequately with accommodating our aging population. Housing Delivery: ETC accepts the logic of
allocating the site EAS1 so long as this site secures the long-term future of the Easingwold primary
school. We wish the school to have adequate playing fields and room for its necessary expansion.
However, ETC wishes to see the phasing of the development managed so that it fits in with the actual
needs of the school in order to deal with the predicted pressures of additional pupil places. Even then,
it is likely that this EAS1 development will be essential sooner rather than later in the plan. Developers
have spoken to ETC to execute it now! From that moment on, Easingwold’s housing stock and mix is
due to be fixed until 2035. This will not be an adequate solution to the town’s real needs. Housing
Summary: The draft Local Plan makes an inadequate provision for the likely housing needs of
Easingwold between the years 2022 or 2023 until 2035 and this requires urgent correction. Easingwold
is not without potential development land. In the HDC Call for Sites, as part of the new Local Plan
process, there were a great many alternative development sites proposed, evaluated and thought
viable by HDC without being allocated. It seems to ETC that several of them may well be needed in
order to plug the 13 years development gap that the draft Local Plan is indicating for Easingwold.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See above.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client maintains the view that the housing figure set out in Policy S2 should be seen as a minimum
and additional sites should be allocated to ensure the need is addressed and flexibly exceeded where
sites are available, suitable and deliverable. Housing allocations should be located where they are
able to support other parts of the Local Plan’s vision and spatial development strategy. Policy EG1
Meeting Hambleton's Employment Requirement identifies Leeming Bar as a key area in which to
deliver sustainable economic growth within the district as part of the emerging Local Plan. Bedale is
closely related to Leeming Bar, and consequently offers an opportunity to provide sufficient housing
to accommodate the increase in workforce in the local area and reinforce the status of Bedale within
the respective hinterlands of this settlement and Leeming Bar. This is especially so given the limited
opportunities near Leeming Bar due to the operative air base. Additional sites which are suitable,
available and deliverable should be allocated within this Development Plan particularly in the Bedale
sub-area to provide certainty of sufficient housing and ensure the Local Plan is effective. Currently,
Bedale with Aiskew has two draft housing allocations within the current draft of the Local Plan, at ‘AIB
2: South of Lyngarth Farm, Bedale’ and ‘AIB 1: Northeast of Ashgrove, Aiskew’. These allocations
provide a combined total of 145 houses. Given the scale and nature of Bedale as a service centre, as
well as its proximity to the potential growth area at Leeming Bar, our client is of the view that additional
housing should be allocated within this area. Paragraph 35 of the NPPF sets out the tests for soundness,
and at part (b) states; “Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable
alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence” The site was previously considered for allocation
(B/011/001) but was discounted and no longer forms a draft allocation within the Publication Draft.
The Site Selection Methodology & Results 2019 sets out the de-allocation of this site and confirms
“Site would be a significant extension into open countryside. Cost of required road widening likely to
mean that this site is not viable” Whilst it is acknowledged that the site is located to the edge of the
settlement, it is not considered to extend into the open countryside to a higher degree than the other
draft allocated site in Bedale, which is also edge of settlement. Rather, this site, in an attractive location
adjacent to existing housing and the golf course, provides the opportunity to deliver higher grade
housing in a desirable location. The modest site size would not give rise to volume housebuilder
properties but would provide an opportunity for a more bespoke approach adding to the mix of delivery
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in the area – both product and developer approach. This spreads the risk of maintaining appropriate
delivery over the plan period and reduces the reliance upon the volume housebuilder sector. It is noted
that the other reason for discounting the site, as set out in the Site Selection Methodology & Results
2019 document, relates to the highways arrangements. Technical work has been carried out in relation
to this and we enclose with these representations an indicative plan which establishes possible access
arrangements and demonstrates how the site can be serviced in this regard without reliance upon
third party land (Appendix A). The highway solution adheres to NYCC Highways expectations for this
quantum of development and there is no evidence that such gives rise to a cost prohibitive access
solution that would hinder viability. As these representations have demonstrated, the site represents
a suitable, sustainable location for residential development, with no physical or environmental constraints
that would restrict its development and which could not be mitigated effectively. Furthermore, the site
is available now and could come forward early in the Local Plan. The NPPF states that for sites to be
considered ‘deliverable’ they should be:“sites for housing should be available now, offer a suitable
location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered
on the site within 5 years”. Suitability • The site has excellent links to employment, education and retail
services both in Bedale but also in the nearby employment growth area of Leeming Bar; • The site is
wholly within Flood Zone 1 and therefore at the lowest risk of flooding; and • The site is adjacent to a
predominantly residential area and redevelopment for residential; purposes would not introduce an
incompatible land use. Availability • There are no ownership constraints to development; the landowners
are willing to dispose of the land for residential purposes; the site is available now. Achievability • The
site is not subject to any heritage, ecological, or landscape designations that would preclude
development and which could not be effectively mitigated; • Safe and suitable access can be provided
In view of all the above, delivery of the site for residential development is achievable within five years.
For the reasons outlined above, our client considers this site to represent an appropriate opportunity
for the low impact release of a site adjacent - and well related - to an existing residential area, which
is capable of making a strong positive contribution towards the housing development required in the
District over the plan period. There is a need to ensure that there is sufficient land allocated to ensure
a flexible and responsive range of sites for consistent delivery of housing to meet the objectively
assessed requirements over the plan period as required by the NPPF. The site is deliverable, as: • It
is AVAILABLE for development NOW • It offers a SUITABLE LOCATION for development NOW •
Housing can be delivered on the site within 5 years • Development of the site is VIABLE The
development of the right mix of housing on the site in accordance with evidenced based housing needs
of the locality and will fulfil the three dimensions for sustainable development as identified by NPPF:
Economic Contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that
sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right time to support growth
and innovation; and by identifying and coordinating development requirements, including the provision
of infrastructure. Social Supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply
of housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by creating a high quality
built environment, with accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its
health, social and cultural well-being; and Environmental Contributing to protecting and enhancing our
natural, built and historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural
resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including
moving to a low carbon economy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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2019-09-17 Berkeley DeVeer, Darlington Road LPreg 19 -960 _redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Draft Proposals Map Inset for Northallerton and Romanby 40A We note and acknowledge the housing
allocations detailed within Policy HG1 and the Draft Proposals Map Inset for Northallerton and Romanby
40A. However, the lack of clearly identifiable development limits on Draft Proposals Map creates
uncertainty with regards to the status of the land within our client’s interest to the east of Darlington
Road (see attached plan) which currently forms part of allocation NM5D, the majority of which is
currently being built out under the approved hybrid application (ref: 15/01083/HYB) and subsequent
relevant applications. We assume from the spirit of Policies S3 and S5 that our client’s land interest
now falls within the built form of Northallerton and given that the majority of the site is covered by the
hybrid application it is no longer allocated. We are therefore led to assume that any land which falls
outside the hybid application or is not within the control of the developer undertaking the hybrid
development is therefore white unallocated land. We have written to the Council in relation to this
matter and a copy of the letter is attached for reference. It is therefore clear that to ensure the Plan is
‘sound’ that amendments are required to clarify the status of current allocation NM5D going forward.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
HG 1 – Housing Delivery Draft Policy HG 1 sets out how the Council proposes to meet the need for
housing identified in Policy S 2. The SPRU report at Appendix III also reviews Policy HG 1 to assess
whether the spatial strategy at Policy S 3 translates into the method of housing delivery proposed,
specifically in Brafferton and Helperby. A summary of the Trustees’ main comments and concerns in
relation to the application of the spatial strategy are set out below. Proposed Allocations No allocations
are proposed in Brafferton and Helperby despite it being identified as a Service Village (a tier 2
settlement). As set out at Appendix III, allocations are currently proposed in other tier 2 settlements,
but also tier 3 settlements (in Burneston and South Otterington). This is despite Burneston and South
Otterington’s only services being a Primary School and a Public House (plus a garage in South
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Otterington and post office in Burneston). Brafferton and Helperby have a local store, a car garage, a
primary school and pub (and mobile post office service) and so in this respect would be equally, if not
more, suitable/sustainable location for housing development. Existing Commitments SPRU have
undertaken a review of permissions granted in the Brafferton and Helperby parishes (“the parishes”)
since the start of the plan period in 2014. This has revealed that just 39 dwellings have been approved.
The only site identified in the SHLAA (2019) in Helperby is an extant housing allocation from the 2010
Allocations Development Plan Document (EH7, Back Lane, Helperby). It is noted in the SHLAA that
the full allocation capacity of 15 dwellings is unlikely to be delivered, with 5 dwellings more realistic on
the western portion of the site because the eastern side has issues regarding affordable housing
provision and viability, specifically: “The agent of the eastern part of the site is concerned that the
required level of affordable housing is adversely affecting viability.” The site has now been allocated
for 9 years and has still not been delivered. Therefore, if the Council are relying upon an extant housing
allocation to meet need, the Council should only rely on the 5 dwellings considered could be deliverable,
not the 15 dwellings the site is allocated for. There are no other sites identified in the SHLAA without
planning permission that could be considered as being within the built form of Helperby/Brafferton and
therefore the next location for new development, in accordance with the emerging plan, would be minor
development (9 or fewer homes) adjacent to the built form.The Need for Additional Housing in Brafferton
and Helperby To understand the potential level of need in the parishes, the estimated number of
households in the district at the 2011 Census was 39,923 households. The parishes of Brafferton and
Helperby had 375 households at the 2011 Census which is 0.9% of total households in the district.
On a pro rata basis, this would indicate a housing need in the parishes of 59 dwellings in the remainder
of the plan period (2019-2035) (0.9% of 6,615) and only 39 dwellings have been consented since the
start of the plan period in 2014. Other factors also contribute towards the evident need to provide more
affordable housing in rural areas such as Brafferton and Helperby, as set out in detail in SPRU’s report
and summarised below: • Brafferton and Helperby is amongst the 10% most deprived neighbourhoods
in the country in relation to the Barriers to Housing1 aspect of the Indices of Multiple Deprivation (2015);
• Average house prices in the local area have been consistently (on average 34%) higher than the
rest of the district; and • There is significant demand for housing from out-commuters in the south of
the district which results in increasing affordability pressures. Co-ordination with Policy S 3 As set out
in Section 2, Brafferton and Helperby are identified as a Service Village, which clearly acknowledges
the sustainability of the settlement and requirement for development (albeit limited). However, no
allocations are proposed for the area and the existing commitments would not amount to being able
to address the housing need of the area. The Plan has therefore not been positively prepared because
future development in Brafferton and Helperby is reliant on windfall sites and the opportunity to allocate
land through the plan making process should be taken to ensure development can be sustainably
delivered. We consider that when the opportunity arises, a plan-led approach should be taken to best
direct growth in Brafferton and Helperby, as it is a tier two settlement, to ensure new housing is located
in the best locations.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-693

Response Date

11/09/19 16:50

Consultation Point

HG 1: Housing Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 18a
LPreg19-657.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.42 Policy HG1 identifies the 18 new allocations that are proposed across the District. As previously
highlighted there is only one allocation proposed in Easingwold, EAS1 (Northeast of Community Primary
School), which is identified to deliver 125 dwellings. We support the allocation of this site. 2.43 Our
objection relates to there being only one site proposed for allocation in Easingwold. The Council’s
proposed approach is unjustified as it provides no choice for local residents and it limits the potential
for the housing needs of specific groups of residents (young single people, older people and those on
low incomes) to be met. 2.44 The 18 allocations identified by the Council have a capacity of 1,584
dwellings. Whilst this is in excess of the minimum residual requirement for allocation (466 dwellings),
we object to this residual requirement figure as the quantum of commitments being relied on is unrealistic
and not supported by evidence that they are deliverable. Even in the event the permitted sites do
deliver in the next 5 years as the SHLAA suggests, these proposed allocations only equate to a 5 year
housing supply and as such there will still be insufficient allocations to demonstrate a 5 year housing
land supply beyond 2027/28 and that assumes all of the Council’s 4,013 commitments are delivered
in the next 5 years and all allocations are delivered by 2028. At the very least allocations should be
identified to meet the requirement for the final seven years of the plan (2,205 dwellings)
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
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It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
2.45 Berkeley DeVeer’s site off Knott Lane (ref: E/041018a) should be allocated for housing under the
following reference:-“EAS3: Land east of Knott Lane, Easingwold 80 dwellings”2.46 The site would
form a natural extension to the settlement with there being existing housing to the north and east. The
site is in a highly sustainable location within easy walking distance of the shops and facilities in
Easingwold.2.47 The allocation of this site would provide choice for local residents and competition in
the housing market. The delivery of this site could also be allocated specifically to meet the identified
need for smaller dwellings, accommodation for young and older people and affordable dwellings for
those on low incomes. The allocation of this site would therefore address key issues identified by the
Council. Without the identification of this site as an allocation, the Council’s approach is not justified
as only one site is proposed for allocation in Easingwold (a market town) which limits choice and the
needs of specific housing groups to be met.2.48 It has also been demonstrated that the minimum
residual requirement for allocation should be increased and therefore the plan is not deliverable without
additional allocations being identified. In the event that all commitments are delivered by 2022/23, the
proposed allocations would only deliver a five year supply leaving no allocations beyond 2028. The
Knott Lane site has previously been identified as a preferred site and therefore is suitable for allocation
in principle. The allocation of this site would therefore assist in addressing the expected deficit in supply
in the final seven years of the plan period.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Support is given to policy HG1 which sets out the Council’s commitment to housing delivery within
sustainable settlements throughout the Hambleton District, by supporting development of the sites
allocated for housing and mixed uses set out in 'Part 2: Site Allocations', as shown on the Policies
Map, in order to meet the need for housing identified in S 2 'Strategic Development Needs'. Support
is also expressed for the role that Service and Secondary villages are identified to play in seeking to
accommodate development in sustainable locations, such as Stillington, whilst addressing affordable
housing requirements. Leaving aside arguments relating to the total housing requirement, we support
the allocation of the site ‘STI 1: North of Stillington Social Club, Stillington’ and that the site has the
potential to yield at least 35 dwellings and make a contribution to the housing requirement of the
District. We agree with the provisions of the policy in that the quantum of development proposed would
support the service provision role of Stillington, which is an important settlement within the Easingwold
Hinterland. We also agree that the size of the site has the capacity to deliver affordable housing to
assist the Council in addressing affordable housing needs in rural communities. The site has the
capacity to make a valued contribution to affordable housing in this area and would provide in the
region of 10 affordable units, subject to viability. This represents a greater contribution than would be
received through a multiple number of smaller sites which could be supported under policy HG5
‘Windfall Housing Developments’.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Support is given to policy HG1 which sets out the Council’s commitment to housing delivery within
sustainable settlements throughout the Hambleton District, by supporting development of the sites
allocated for housing and mixed uses set out in 'Part 2: Site Allocations', as shown on the Policies
Map, in order to meet the need for housing identified in S 2 'Strategic Development Needs'. Support
is also expressed for the role that service and secondary villages are identified to play in seeking to
accommodate development in sustainable locations, such as South Otterington, within the district,
whilst addressing affordable housing requirements.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
We wish to appear at the Local Plan Examination to ensure that the full case for the allocation of the
land is understood and heard and to provide a subsequent update on the technical and planning
matters that will arise out of the forthcoming planning application preparation. We would also be pleased
to provide further information in support of Allocation SOT1 should the Council deem this necessary
to support their case at the Examination in Public.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The NPPF identifies in paragraph 73 that “strategic policies should include a trajectory illustrating the
expected rate of housing delivery over the Plan period, and all Plans should consider whether it is
appropriate to set out the anticipated rate of development for specific sites.” The recently released
2019 SHLAA includes delivery information for committed schemes over the next five years, however
it is unclear if a trajectory has been prepared by the Council to illustrate the expected rates of delivery
of proposed allocations across the Plan period. It is therefore considered that the draft Local Plan is
not consistent with national policy, as there is no clearly identifiable trajectory available to ascertain
whether the Council has considered the rate of housing delivery across the Plan period and as a result,
whether local housing needs will continue to be met
Comment by

Tanfield Lodge Estate ( - 1049685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-995

Response Date

17/09/19 12:34

Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 37

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Whilst the general provisions of the Policy are supported, setting out a series of draft housing allocations
for the District, it is important that the Council is certain that the sites contained within the Plan are
deliverable over the Plan period and provide for a range of development opportunities. We would seek
to ensure that the Council has provided an appropriate amount of sites and that the spatial distribution
follows the logical hierarchy and supports sustainable development across all market areas. In doing
so it is important that the Plan should seek not only to provide sufficient development opportunities to
meet the housing requirement, but also to provide a buffer over and above this requirement and, where
a buffer is not to be provided, that the supporting policies are sufficiently robust to permit windfall
schemes coming forward. The reasons for requesting a buffer are twofold. Firstly the Framework
requires plans to be positively prepared and aspirational, in particular towards significantly boosting
housing supply. As such, the housing requirement set within the Local Plan should be set (1) as a
minimum and (2) as a net requirement. Therefore, as a net minimum it stands to reason that additional
sites may be required. The second reason is that additional sites and an adaptable approach towards
windfalls will help provide flexibility in the face of changing circumstances. As such the Council may
wish to consider opportunities for the identification of further sites to allow for a 20% buffer as discussed
above. Within the text of the Policy it is noted that under Part F “Serviced Villages” a total allocation
of 409 homes is proposed, comprising Site WST1 – Bridge View, Back Lane, West Tanfield for 11
homes. As a comment we note that this is the smallest particular allocation for a serviced village and
particularly when considered alongside proposals for the secondary villages of Burneston, Leeming
Bar and South Otterington which extend to 25, 150 and 40 homes respectively, would seem not to be
consistent with a sustainable distribution of development. We would take this as an opportunity to
suggest that delivery of 11 homes in West should be the minimum and that the Local Plan takes the
view that the draft allocation could be increased in terms of site area.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.44 Policy HG1 identifies the 18 new allocations that are proposed across the District. As previously
highlighted there is only one allocation proposed in Easingwold, EAS1 (Northeast of Community Primary
School), which is identified to deliver 125 dwellings. We support the allocation of this site. 2.45 Our
objection relates to there being only one site proposed for allocation in Easingwold. The Council’s
proposed approach is unjustified as it provides no choice for local residents and it limits the potential
for the housing needs of specific groups of residents (young single people, older people and those on
low incomes) to be met. 2.46 The 18 allocations identified by the Council have a capacity of 1,584
dwellings. Whilst this is in excess of the minimum residual requirement for allocation (466 dwellings),
we object to this residual requirement figure as the quantum of commitments being relied on is unrealistic
and not supported by evidence that they are deliverable. Even in the event the permitted sites do
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deliver in the next 5 years as the SHLAA suggests, these proposed allocations only equate to a 5 year
housing supply and as such there will still be insufficient allocations to demonstrate a 5 year housing
land supply beyond 2027/28 and that assumes all of the Council’s 4,013 commitments are delivered
in the next 5 years and all allocations are delivered by 2028. At the very least allocations should be
identified to meet the requirement for the final seven years of the plan (2,205 dwellings)
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
2.47 Berkeley DeVeer’s sites to the south of Easingwold should be allocated for housing under the
following references:-“EAS4: OS Field 2261, Knott Lane, Easingwold 15 dwellingsEAS5: OD Field
1666, Drovers Court, Easingwold 18 dwellings2.48 The sites are in a highly sustainable location within
easy walking distance of the shops and facilities in Easingwold.2.49 The allocation of these sites would
provide choice for local residents and competition in the housing market. The delivery of these sites
could also be allocated to assist in meeting the identified need for smaller dwellings, accommodation
for young and older people and affordable dwellings for those on low incomes. The allocation of these
sites would therefore address key issues identified by the Council. Without the identification of these
sites as allocations, the Council’s approach is not justified as only one site is proposed for allocation
in Easingwold (a market town) which limits choice and the needs of specific housing groups to be met
and no smaller sites have been identified in the Market Towns only in the lower tiers of the settlement
hierarchy.2.50 It has also been demonstrated that the minimum residual requirement for allocation
should be increased and therefore the plan is not deliverable without additional allocations being
identified. In the event that all commitments are delivered by 2022/23, the proposed allocations would
only deliver a five year supply leaving no allocations beyond 2028. The Easingwold sites are suitable
for allocation in principle and would therefore assist in addressing the expected deficit in supply in the
final seven years of the plan period.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy HG1 and Site Allocations in the Stokesley Area Section 14 of the PDHLP includes Site Allocations
in the Stokesley Area. In terms of housing development, a single Site Allocation ‘STK1: North of the
Stripe, Stokesley’ is identified comprising 205 dwellings (100 dwellings of which form Site Allocation
SH2 in the adopted Allocations DPD of 2010). The Council will be aware that our client is the owner
and promoter of the following sites in Stokesley, each of which were identified by the Council as
‘Preferred Housing Sites’ in the Preferred Options Hambleton Local Plan (‘POHLP’) noting that land
which included STK1 was rejected: S/142/016 – Preferred Housing Site for approx. 20 dwellings;
S/142/017 – Preferred Housing Site for approx. 25 dwellings (also allocated for development by Policy
SE2 of the Allocations DPD and located within development limits); S/142/015 – Preferred Housing
Site for approx. 40 dwellings. In the PDHLP the Council appears to have rejected the allocation of our
client’s sites in favour of STK1 with little explanation as to the reasons why. Having reviewed the Site
Selection Methodology (July 2019) it appears that for sites S/142/016 and 017 the Council may have
considered that due to their planning application/permission status neither site required a housing
allocation (i.e. the Council assumed they would be developed for housing in any event and therefore
did not require allocation), however neither site has the certainty of planning permission nor are the
sites shown as commitments or within development limits by the Policies Map (rather they are both
shown as open countryside) and therefore to provide the necessary planning certainty our client submits
that both sites should be allocated for housing in the Local Plan. Therefore our client objects to the
strategy proposed by the PDHLP and for the reasons set out below submits that Sites S/142/016, 017
and 015 should be allocated to deliver housing ahead of STK1. The housing strategy for Stokesley
which relies upon the delivery of STK1, is unsound for the following reasons: It is not justified as it
does not represent an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives and based
upon proportionate evidence; It is not effective as the allocation is not currently deliverable over the
plan period; and It is not consistent with national policy. Objection 1: The strategy is not Effective As
explained above, the PDHLP strategy for Stokesley relies upon the delivery of a single site allocation
(STK1) to meet the housing needs of the town over the plan period. STK1 represents 8.97 hectares
of land which is comprised as follows: 2.9 hectares of land allocated by Policy SH2 of the adopted
Allocations DPD to provide 100 dwellings; Additional land, located north of SH2 which is currently
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designated as open countryside beyond development limits, to provide a further 105 dwellings; Land
allocated for community and other uses by Policy SC1 of the adopted Allocations DPD. In total,
therefore, STK1 is proposed to be allocated for 205 dwellings. As a preliminary point, the PDHLP
erroneously states that the SH2 part of STK1 represents “100 commitments” [pp.244]. This is factually
incorrect. Despite having been allocated for housing in the Allocations DPD since December 2010,
almost 9 years later allocation SH2 has not received planning permission and no housing development
has taken place. It is acknowledged that SH2 is phased by the Allocations DPD to provide housing
between 2021 – 2026 and that an outline planning application (HDC Ref: 19/00359/OUT) was ‘minded
to grant’ by Planning Committee on 20th August 2019, however planning permission has not yet been
formally granted and it is therefore wrong and misleading of the PDHLP to identify 100 dwellings as a
“commitment”. The correct status of SH2 is an undeveloped housing allocation without planning
permission. Primary Highway Access to SH2 is required by Policy SH2 of the Allocations DPD to be
taken from Westlands through Site SH1 which is currently under construction by Taylor Wimpey and
Site SC1. This means of Primary Highway Access to allocation SH2 is long-established and was fully
endorsed by the Inspectors who examined the Allocations DPD who also expressly rejected Primary
Access to allocation SH2 (and wider land now forming STK1) from Hebron Road/the Stripe. Having
considered the evidence, the Inspectors concluded: “Given the width and configuration of these streets,
together with the amount of traffic likely to be generated we are not persuaded of the desirability of
these arrangements in terms of the effect on highway safety and the living environment of residents.”
(Inspector’s Report, paragraph 2.158). Accordingly the Allocations DPD is adopted requiring the Primary
Highway Access to SH2 from Westlands. More recently the outline planning application for SH2
proposes Primary Highway Access from Westlands. This is to be secured by planning condition on
any final grant of outline planning permission. This was the basis of the ‘minded to grant’ decision by
Planning Committee and in accordance with Policy SH2. Fundamentally, it has been made abundantly
clear to the Council that the Primary Highways Access to serve SH2 must cross over third party land
in the ownership of Northumbrian Land Limited (and over which Cecil M Yuill hold an option) and
therefore requires their agreement. Northumbrian Land Limited have confirmed to the Council that the
land is not currently available. Consequently the Primary Highway Access to serve housing development
at SH1 is currently not deliverable. Likewise, the PDHLP correctly identifies for STK1, under the heading
‘Development Requirements’ (our emphasis) on pp.244, that: “Vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access
point/s are to be taken from Westlands, with secondary/ emergency access from Hebron Road/ The
Stripe”. Given that the land required to deliver the Primary Highway Access from Westlands, through
SH2, is not currently available, then STK1 and the 205 dwellings within it is currently not deliverable.
The PDHLP strategy for Stokesley and its reliance on STK1 is therefore not effective and is unsound.
Objection 2: The Strategy for Stokesley is not appropriate taking into account the reasonable alternatives
and based upon evidence Given that SKT1 is not effective, it cannot represent an appropriate strategy
and is therefore not justified. This is compounded by the fact that STK1 is the only Site Allocation in
the PDHLP to meet the housing needs of Stokesley over the plan period. Our client’s group of sites
at S/142/016, 017 and 015 represent a submitted alternative strategy which should be allocated ahead
of STK1. Our client’s sites clearly represent the appropriate strategy for Stokesley, supported by the
Council’s own evidence. They are all available now, suitable and achievable to deliver housing at an
early date. Our client’s priorities for allocation are S/142/106 and S/142/17 together, and then S/142/015,
however we maintain that all sites should be allocated.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-818

Response Date

17/09/19 15:34

Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)
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2019-09-17 Linton LPreg19-814.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Berkeley DeVeer maintain the view that the housing figure set out in Policy S2 should be seen as a
minimum and additional sites should be allocated. The current plan allows for a buffer of approximately
15% buffer based on total commitments and allocations of 7,733 and a requirement of 6,615. However,
the previous Local Plan for Hambleton was demonstrably not flexible enough due to the Councils
inability to maintain a continuous five year housing land supply over the Plan period, and so in order
for this Local Plan to be deliverable, sufficient flexibility must be allowed and the buffer increased to
20%. It is important that all sites contained within the plan are deliverable over the plan period and
provide a range of development opportunities. The Council’s assumptions on site in relation to delivery
and capacity should be realistic based on evidence. It is noted that two service villages (Stillington and
Huby) within the Easingwold area have draft allocation for future housing; however Linton-On-Ouse
is not. In accordance with the Spatial Distribution as set out in Policy S3, Berkeley DeVeer are firmly
of the view that growth should be supported within Linton-On-Ouse as a service village and, for
robustness, our client’s site is most suitable for allocation. Paragraph 35 of the NPPF sets out the tests
for soundness, and at part (b) states; “Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the
reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence” Our client’s site at Mill Lane was
previously identified as a preferred housing site E/093/002a at the Preferred Options stage but has
since been discounted. The Site Selection Methodology & Results 2019 confirms the reason for this
was that “Site location does not fit the spatial strategy”. However, there is no further discussion of this
to justify why the sites at Huby and Stillington are spatially preferable to our client’s site when considered
against the spatial strategy. Both geographically, but also based on the services and facilities within
the three settlements, our client does not consider Linton-on-Ouse to be less spatially preferable to
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Huby or Stillington. The allocation of our client’s site at Mill lane for approx. 30-40 units would provide
a reasonable number of additional houses to this village to support the services and facilities, without
detracting from the character of the village itself. The site is well contained within the village and is
easily accessible. There are no ecological, historical or environmental restrictions which would make
this site undeliverable or unsuitable. The site is available with a developer on board and can come
forward in the short term to deliver high quality housing. The Council have therefore failed to take
account of reasonable alternatives or provide proportionate evidence to supplement their decision.
On the basis of there being a lack of clear justification, Berkeley DeVeer consider this Policy to not be
sound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Home Builders Federation (HBF) (Mrs Joanne Harding
- 1170475)

Comment ID

LPreg19-747

Response Date

16/09/19 09:07
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19-09-17 HBF_redacted LPreg19-746.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy HG1 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared or justified for the following
reasons: Policy HG1 sets out the housing allocations for Hambleton.The HBF does not wish to comment
upon the acceptability or otherwise of individual sites. It is, however, important that all the sites contained
within the plan are deliverable over the plan period and provide a range of development opportunities.
The Council’s assumptions on sites in relation to delivery and capacity should be realistic based on
evidence supported by the parties responsible for housing delivery and sense checked by the Council
based on local knowledge and historical empirical data. The HBF consider that it is important that the
spatial distribution of sites follows a logical hierarchy, provides an appropriate development pattern
and supports sustainable development within all market areas. It is important that the plan should seek
not only to provide sufficient development opportunities to meet the housing requirement but also to
provide a buffer over and above this requirement. The reasons for the inclusion of such a buffer are
two-fold. Firstly, the NPPF is clear that plans should be positively prepared, aspirational and significantly
boost housing supply. In this regard the housing requirements set within the plan should be viewed
as a minimum requirement, this interpretation is consistent with numerous inspectors’ decisions following
local plan examination. Therefore, if the plan is to achieve its housing requirement as a minimum, it
stands to reason that additional sites are required to enable the plan requirements to be surpassed.
Secondly, to provide flexibility. A buffer of sites will therefore provide greater opportunities for the plan
to deliver its housing requirement. The HBF considers that the policy should be modified as follows in
order to make the document sound: • The HBF recommend a 20% buffer of sites be included within
the plan and identify additional sites for housing.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The HBF considers that the policy should be modified as follows in order to make the document sound:•
The HBF recommend a 20% buffer of sites be included within the plan and identify additional sites for
housing.

Comment by

Mary Fisher (1027547)

Comment ID

LPreg19-808

Response Date

17/09/19 11:46

Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)
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2019-09-17 Mary Fisher-Shipton_redacted
LPreg19-804.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council have shown a requirement for an overall level of 315 homes per annum, totalling 6,615
homes over the plan period. The Council however then deduct 2,136 homes that have been completed
between 2014-2018 and 4,013 from commitments, which include extant permissions and old allocations.
This then leads a residual level of homes to be delivered of 466 through new allocations. The SHLAA
identifies the homes that have been delivered and also those that form the commitments, together
with details of their current position. This table shows the significant impact that backdating the plan
has had on the level of homes required, with almost 30% of the homes required in the 21 year plan
being delivered in the first four years. If the plan period were brought up to date from when the revised
housing need projections were calculated, this would start from 2018, leaving a plan requirement of
5,355 and a residual requirement of 1,342. Further to this, the table also shows that there are 4,013
homes that are to be delivered from committed development, that the Council also seeks to include
in the supply. This supply is made up of 2,774 homes from allocations carried forwards from the
previous Local Plan and 1,155 windfall sites that have been granted planning permission. Therefore,
again over 40% of the homes to be delivered are from historic allocations, proposed for housing in
2007 and not brought forward in the last 12 years. The Council have minimal evidence to show that
these will come forward and to retain them as allocations in this plan. Such heavy reliance on these
sites show a significant threat to the delivery of the required homes in the plan period. For example,
the Council are proposing to carry allocation reference EH4 forward to the new Local Plan despite the
fact it has not come forward for development in the last 12 years. Indeed, no planning application for
develop the site for housing has been submitted to the local planning authority. There are clear question
marks about the deliverability of this site and yet the Council, to the best of our knowledge have provided
no evidence to suggest the site is deliverable, as is now required by the Framework. The proposed
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delivery in Shipton by Beningbrough over the next 16 years, based on the Council’s approach, is as
follows: • Historic Allocation EH4 – 9 units; • 17/00355/FUL – 1 unit; If all units come forward, a total
of 10 dwellings would be provided over a 21 year period, which a settlement which falls within the 2nd
tier of the hierarchy. This is unacceptable, particularly in the context that the Council are proposing to
allocate 150 dwellings in Leeming Bar, which is a Secondary Village, a tier lower of the settlement
hierarchy. It is completely illogical that a less sustainable settlement is accommodating 3 times as
much housing when compared to a more sustainable settlement. This figure is based on all units in
Shipton by Beningbrough coming forward and this is considered unlikely as the historic allocation
appears to have deliverability issues and may not come forward. This isn’t a one off, an allocation is
proposed in South Otterington for 40 units, which equates to four times the level of development in
Shipton by Beningbrough in a 21 year period. Our clients site was previously a draft allocation
considered acceptable in all regards only deleted as a result of the overall level of homes. The evidence
however clearly shows a need for new homes to be allocated and the site should eb included in the
plan. This approach fails to meet any of the tests in paragraph 35 of the Framework and is therefore
unsound and our Client strongly objects to the Council’s disjointed approach to the distribution of
housing. As drafted Policy HG1 is therefore considered unsound as it is not positively prepared by not
allocating sufficient land to meet the level of homes needed and also in not meeting the Councils own
distribution strategy. In summary, the delivery of the plan relies on the following:[Full table available
in attached representation] Such a reliance on historically failed sites and small windfall sites is not
considered to be a plan led system, the previous plan and speculative development is guiding the
approach taken by the Council with no regard to the deliverability of the homes included. The plan
does seek to allocate more than the residual level of homes in Policy HG1, however our client objects
that the policy does not provide sufficient allocations to meet the housing requirement or the distribution
and hierarchy, particularly with regards to land at Shipton by Beningbrough.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Daniel Gath Homes (Mr Daniel Gath - 1025314)
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2019-09-17 Daniel Gath Homes 1_redacted
LPreg19-1001.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support the principles of policy HG 1 which sets out the Council’s commitment to housing delivery
within sustainable settlements throughout Hambleton District, but we object to the method of distribution
within the settlements which places an over-reliance on the delivery of a smaller number of large sites.
The following table lists all of the housing site allocations and indicates whether these are small,
medium and large in size. [See attached representation for table of housing site allocations] Daniel
Gath Homes is in a strong position to deliver site ‘STI 1’ relating to the village of Stillington. At 35
homes however, the size of the site is at the top end of what can be managed by a small and medium
sized housebuilder. As such, we have indicated in the table above that a medium sized site is a site
which has the capacity to accommodate between 10 and 35 homes. This is broadly consistent with
paragraph 68 of the NPPF, where small and medium sized sites are considered to be those no larger
than one hectare in size. A small site is regarded by the table to be a site that has the capacity to
accommodate up to 9 homes and a large site is defined as a site which has the capacity to
accommodate over 35 homes. Using this rationale, it is evident that most (11 out of 18 sites) of the
allocated sites identified in the Plan are large sites that would have greater appeal to a volume
housebuilder. The average size of site would be 88 homes when including the ‘NOR 1’ which has a
yield of 640 units. Excluding ‘NOR 1’, which is significantly higher than the other allocated sites, the
average size of site then drops to 55 homes. This lower average is still much larger than a small and
medium sized housebuilder would be able to deliver. The Council’s strategy of delivering most of the
housing requirement through the allocation of larger sites is therefore heavily weighted in favour of
the volume housebuilder, an approach which potentially threatens the delivery of the housing
requirement. We would object to this strategy for the following reasons: The allocation of large sites
is not justified and puts delivery of the housing requirement in jeopardy if these sites are not delivered
or are stalled, and is therefore not good planning The delivery of large sites reduces choice and diversity
in the housing market for local people The delivery of large sites results in a lack of competition in the
housing market and reduces opportunities for SME housebuilders (like Daniel Gath Homes)
Development on large sites cannot be easily assimilated into the existing built from of the settlement
when compared to smaller infill sites or sites on the edge of a settlement The development of large
sites by a volume housebuilder often results in a poor-quality environment with an inferior product to
a smaller local housebuilder, who can provide a bespoke product which better reflects the local
vernacular a) Over Reliance on Large Sites Whilst the Council may have satisfied themselves that the
proposed allocation of a proportionally greater number of large sites meets the tests of suitability,
availability and deliverability, there can be no certainty that planning permission will be secured, or
that such sites will be delivered. Whilst this could be said of any potential development site, there is a
greater risk to the delivery of the housing growth strategy if these sites do not come forward. The
Strategy for allocating single large-scale sites in the Market Towns and other settlements, where there
is a much higher risk to the growth Strategy threatens the delivery of the housing requirement and, in
turn, undermines the emerging plan. In short, this is not good or effective planning. By contrast,
paragraph 67 of the NPPF states that strategic policy-making authorities should have a clear
understanding of the land available in their area through a SHLAA and from this planning policies

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 48

should identify ‘a sufficient supply and mix of sites (our emphasis)’. Paragraph 68 of the NPPF further
recognises that small and medium sized sites can make an important contribution to meeting the
housing requirement of an area as they are often built out relatively quickly. As such, the framework
promotes the development of a good mix of sites by encouraging Local Planning Authorities to: a)
identify, through the development plan and brownfield registers, land to accommodate at least 10%
of their housing requirement on sites no larger than one hectare; unless it can be shown, through the
preparation of relevant plan policies, that there are strong reasons why this 10% target cannot be
achieved; b) use tools such as area-wide design assessments and Local Development Orders to help
bring small and medium sized sites forward; c) support the development of windfall sites through their
policies and decisions – giving great weight to the benefits of using suitable sites within existing
settlements for homes; and d) work with developers to encourage the sub-division of large sites where
this could help to speed up the delivery of homes.” The important role that SME’s have to play in
delivering the housing requirement for the District, and the benefits of delivering a larger number of
smaller sites which are often built out relatively quickly, has therefore been ignored by the housing
strategy which is strongly weighted in favour of the volume housebuilders. Therefore, with regard to
the advice at paragraphs 67 and 68 of the Framework, the Plan does not provide an effective strategy
which meets the area’s objectively assessed needs, is not justified in that it fails to take account of
reasonable alternatives and is inconsistent with the NPPF by not providing a greater variety and mix
of suitable sites. The strategy also discounts the opportunities for a greater number of small and
medium sized development sites which can take the collective burden of the local housing requirement
and reduce the risk of the housing strategy not been delivered. b) Choice in the Housing Market It is
also important to provide choice in the housing market to meet local housing needs which is unlikely
to be achieved through the allocation of larger housing sites that are likely to be delivered by a volume
housebuilder, using a fairly standard product. This is likely to be unattractive to local people with a
housing need who would prefer to have a wider choice of new home and a better standard of product
which is more likely to be delivered by a small and medium-sized housebuilder, like Daniel Gath Homes.
The allocation of a single large site in settlements like Easingwold, therefore significantly reduces
choice in the housing market which does not serve the local community well. In turn, since housing is
less attractive, this leads to a less sustainable pattern of development than would result from the
allocation of a number of smaller sites which, cumulatively, would offer a variety of product that better
suits the local housing market. c) Competition in the Market Place The government has announced
that the UK needs to build 300,000 homes per year but SMEs have largely been ignored from the
discussion over how Britain will build the homes it needs. Thirty years ago, SMEs built four in 10 new
homes in the UK but have since faced dwindling opportunities brought about by the financial crisis,
complicated public procurement processes and heavy competition from volume housebuilders. As a
result, it is thought that SMEs now build only one in eight homes (source: Reversing the decline of
small housebuilders, HBF 2017). The Housing White Paper ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ (2017)
has previously highlighted the need to diversify the housing market to ensure that homes are delivered
quickly. It recognises that the way in which the current house-building market operates is ineffective
and constrains the supply of new homes, because there is insufficient competition and innovation.
Therefore, the White Paper sets out ways to promote diversification in the housing market in order to
achieve the amount, quality and choice of housing that people want. A key part of this includes providing
support to new and different providers, more innovation in methods of construction and supporting
new investors into residential development. Through the White Paper, the government has committed
to back small and medium-sized builders to grow, including through the Home Building Fund and bring
in new contractors through the government’s Accelerated Construction programme that can build
homes more quickly than traditional volume builders. The White Paper therefore provides very clear
evidence of the government’s concerns regarding the traditional lack of competition in the housing
market which it sees as constraining the supply of new homes. Through the NPPF, the government
has further attempted to address competition in the housing market to help boost the supply of new
homes and encourage the Growth of SMEs. Paragraphs 67-69 of the NPPF represent this thinking
and seek to increase competition by requiring Local Planning Authorities to accommodate at least
10% of their housing requirement on sites no larger than one hectare. LPA’s are also encouraged to
use tools such as area-wide design assessments and Local Development Orders to help bring small
and medium sized sites forward. LPA’s are also encouraged to support the development of windfall
sites and work with developers to encourage the sub-division of large sites where this could help speed
up the delivery of homes. Paragraph 69 also encourages neighbourhood planning groups to consider
allocating small and medium-sized sites (of a size consistent with paragraph 68a) suitable for housing
in their area. Whilst there is some support for meeting the housing requirement through the allocation
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of smaller sites, it is arguable whether the NPPF goes far enough to reverse past trends which have
contributed to the housing crisis. To increase delivery in the housing market, and prevent land banking,
it is therefore appropriate for LPA’s to diversify sites and this would be achieved through the allocation
of a number of smaller sites in the Market Towns, including Easingwold rather than relying on the
delivery of a single site which may ultimately be stalled, or not come forward at all. We would therefore
again object to the Local Plan strategy, insofar as it relies on a smaller number of larger sites given
the approach would result in poor competition in the housing market and risk the delivery of housing
which meets the local housing requirement. d) Assimilation It is important that new housing development
in rural areas is provided in a way that responds to the historic pattern and form of the settlement so
to preserve its character and identity. Over recent years, the character of the Market Towns, including
Easingwold has been eroded by large housing developments following the delivery of previous large
allocations. The majority of new housing within these areas has therefore been provided by volume
housebuilders who have delivered their usual range of 3, 4 and 5-bed dwellings. In contrast, the
opportunities for bespoke developments by SME housebuilders are often more limited. It is submitted
that the future growth of Market Towns and other rural settlements, where a large housing allocation
is proposed, would be better accommodated by smaller sites which can be more easily assimilated
into the existing built fabric of the settlement and better reflect its traditional organic growth. Development
of the proposed large housing allocations will be more difficult to assimilate into the landscape without
having an adverse impact upon the surrounding landscape or views from existing residential properties
adjacent to these sites. As an alternative, the allocation of a larger number of smaller sites across the
District would diffuse the impact of new development on existing residential properties, preserve the
character of areas and allow for the assimilation of new development more easily. e) Design The NPPF
places significant emphasis on the importance of design in the planning process. Paragraph 124 of
Section 12 states that ‘the creation of high-quality buildings and places is fundamental to what the
planning and development process should achieve.’ Paragraph 127 further states that planning policies
and decisions should ensure that developments satisfy a number of criterion. These relate to the need
for development to function well and add to the overall quality of the area, be visually attractive and
sympathetic to local character, ensure a strong sense of place, provide for an appropriate amount and
mix of development and create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible. Given the significant
weight that the issue of design carries in the planning process, since the introduction of the NPPF, the
benchmark for developers is set much higher than it has been historically. This poses significant
challenges for volume housebuilders who are unable to be more flexible in the house types they provide
to ensure a design solution that is appropriate for a particular site and responds to the positive elements
of urban design which characterise the local area. Whilst it is for the developer of the proposed allocation
to ensure that a good standard of design can be achieved, we submit that a higher standard of design
is more likely to be secured from the allocation of a number of smaller sites, which are likely to be built
out by small or medium sized housebuilders. Such developers are likely to be local and have a better
understanding of the local housing market and whose product better suits the local vernacular.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Daniel Gath Homes (Mr Daniel Gath - 1025314)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support the principles of policy HG 1 which sets out the Council’s commitment to housing delivery
within sustainable settlements throughout the Hambleton District, by supporting development of the
sites allocated for housing and mixed uses set out in 'Part 2: Site Allocations', as shown on the Policies
Map, in order to meet the need for housing identified in S 2 'Strategic Development Needs'. Support
is also expressed for the role that the Market Towns play in accommodating significant development
in Easingwold, a settlement which will also benefit from an employment allocation under the Plan, as
prepared. This will ensure that increases in employment opportunities will be matched by new housing
to encourage more sustainable forms of travel. Whilst the level of growth and its distribution to include
the Market Towns is supported, we would object to part d. of Policy HG 1 relating to the allocation of
a single large site in relation to land to the Northeast of Easingwold Community Primary School for
the following reasons: • Reliance on a single large site is not justified and puts delivery of the housing
requirement in jeopardy if the site is not delivered, and is therefore not good planning • The delivery
of a single large site reduces choice and diversity in the housing market for local people • The delivery
of a single large site results in a lack of competition in the market place and reduces opportunities for
SME housebuilders (like Daniel Gath Homes) • The provision of a single large site cannot be as easily
assimilated into the existing built form of the settlement when compared to smaller infill sites or sites
on the edge of a settlement. • The development of a large site by a volume housebuilder often results
in a poor quality environment with an inferior product to a smaller local housebuilder who can provide
a more bespoke product which better reflects the local vernacular. a) Over Reliance on Single Site
Whilst the Council may have satisfied themselves that the site is suitable and deliverable there can
be no certainty that planning permission will be secured, or that the site will be delivered. Whilst this
could be said of any potential development site, there is a greater risk to the delivery of the housing
growth strategy if the number of houses that are due to come forward in Easingwold cannot be delivered
through a single draft allocation. The Strategy for allocating single large-scale sites in the Market
Towns, where there is a much higher risk to the growth Strategy threatens the delivery of the housing
requirement for Easingwold and, in turn, undermines the emerging plan. In short, this is not good or
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effective planning. By contrast, paragraph 67 of the NPPF states that strategic policy-making authorities
should have a clear understanding of the land available in their area through a SHLAA and from this
planning policies should identify ‘a sufficient supply and mix of sites (our emphasis)’. Paragraph 68 of
the NPPF further recognises that small and medium sized sites can make an important contribution
to meeting the housing requirement of an area and are often built out relatively quickly. As such, the
framework promotes the development of a good mix of sites by encouraging Local Planning Authorities
to: “a) identify, through the development plan and brownfield registers, land to accommodate at least
10% of their housing requirement on sites no larger than one hectare; unless it can be shown, through
the preparation of relevant plan policies, that there are strong reasons why this 10% target cannot be
achieved; b) use tools such as area-wide design assessments and Local Development Orders to help
bring small and medium sized sites forward; c) support the development of windfall sites through their
policies and decisions – giving great weight to the benefits of using suitable sites within existing
settlements for homes; and d) work with developers to encourage the sub-division of large sites where
this could help to speed up the delivery of homes.” The important role that SME’s have to play in
delivering the housing requirement for the District, and the benefits of delivering a larger number of
smaller sites which are often built out relatively quickly, has therefore been ignored by the housing
strategy which is strongly weighted in favour of the volume housebuilders. Therefore, with regard to
the advice at paragraphs 67 and 68 of the Framework, the Plan does not provide an effective strategy
which meets the area’s objectively assessed needs, is not justified in that it fails to take account of
reasonable alternatives and is inconsistent with the NPPF by not providing a mix of sites for a rural
area like Easingwold. By doing so, the Plan also discounts suitable small and medium sized development
sites which can take the collective burden of the local housing requirement and reduce the risk of the
housing strategy not been delivered. b) Choice in the Housing Market It is also important to provide
choice in the housing market which is unlikely to be achieved through the sole allocation of ‘EAS 1:
Northeast of Easingwold Community Primary School, Easingwold’ which will most likely result in the
delivery of the site by a volume housebuilder, using a fairly standard product. This is likely to be
unattractive to local people with a housing need who would prefer to have a wider choice of new home
and a better standard of product which is more likely to be delivered by a small and medium-sized
housebuilder, like Daniel Gath Homes. Within the village of Easingwold there is already a number of
large sites which have attracted two volume housebuilders, including Persimmon (115 dwellings) and
Kier Homes (174 dwellings). Whilst this has introduced significant new housing within the area, the
product is fairly standard and gives little choice to local people. The development of a larger number
of smaller sites, of a size that would appeal to a SME like Daniel Gath Homes would result in far greater
choice for the consumer and provide a better standard of product than would usually be delivered by
a volume housebuilder. The result in a more sustainable form of development that better reflects local
characteristics. Another larger housing allocation, which is likely to introduce a further volume
housebuilder therefore represents a poor strategy to deliver the local housing requirement when there
is other, more appropriate options available. In this instance, the better alternative would be to provide
5 separate sites, each of a size that would allow for around 25 dwellings. The allocation of a single
large site at Easingwold therefore significantly reduces choice in the market place which does not
serve the local community well and leads to a less sustainable pattern of development than would
result from the allocation of a number of smaller sites which would offer a variety of product that better
suits the local housing market. c) Competition in the Market Place The government has announced
that the UK needs to build 300,000 homes per year but SMEs have largely been ignored from the
discussion over how Britain will build the homes it needs. Thirty years ago, SMEs built four in 10 new
homes in the UK but have since faced dwindling opportunities brought about by the financial crisis,
complicated public procurement processes and heavy competition from volume housebuilders. As a
result, it is thought that SMEs now build only one in eight homes (source: Reversing the decline of
small housebuilders, HBF 2017). The Housing White paper ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ (2017)
has previously highlighted the need to diversify the housing market to ensure that homes are delivered
quickly. It recognises that the way in which the current house-building market operates is ineffective
and constrains the supply of new homes, because there is insufficient competition and innovation.
Therefore, the White Paper sets out ways to help achieve diversification in the housing market to
achieve the amount, quality and choice of housing that people want. A key part of this includes providing
support to new and different providers, more innovation in methods of construction and supporting
new investors into residential development. Through the White Paper, the government has committed
to back small and medium-sized builders to grow, including through the Home Building Fund and bring
in new contractors through the government’s Accelerated Construction programme that can build
homes more quickly than traditional builders. The White Paper therefore provides very clear evidence
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of the government’s concerns regarding the traditional lack of competition in the housing place which
it sees as constraining the supply of new homes. Through the NPPF, the government has further
attempted to address competition in the housing market to help boost the supply of new homes and
encourage the Growth of SMEs. Paragraphs 67-69 of the NPPF represent this thinking and seek to
increase competition in the market by requiring Local Planning Authorities to accommodate at least
10% of their housing requirement on sites no larger than one hectare. LPA’s are also encouraged to
use tools such as area-wide design assessments and Local Development Orders to help bring small
and medium sized sites forward. LPA’s are also encouraged to support the development of windfall
sites and work with developers to encourage the sub-division of large sites where this could help speed
up the delivery of homes. Paragraph 69 also encourages neighbourhood planning groups to consider
allocating small and medium-sized sites (of a size consistent with paragraph 68a) suitable for housing
in their area. Whilst there is some support for the meeting the housing requirement through the allocation
of smaller sites, it is arguable whether the NPPF goes far enough to reverse past trends which have
contributed to the housing crisis. To increase delivery in the housing market, and prevent land banking,
it is therefore appropriate for LPA’s to diversify sites and this would be achieved through the allocation
of a number of smaller sites in Easingwold rather than relying on single site which may ultimately be
stalled, or not come forward at all. A further benefit of SME housebuilders is they typically use many
district-wide consultants and suppliers for securing sites and achieving planning permissions. Post
decision, SME’s will seek to employ local people form the area for the construction stages of
development and in doing so will create local employment opportunities and provide a boost the local
economy. Currently, the Council are not insisting on local employment clauses as part of larger
developments by national housebuilders to secure such local investment. We would therefore again
object to the Local Plan strategy, insofar as it relates to the allocation of ‘EAS 1: Northeast of Easingwold
Community Primary School, Easingwold’ given that it would result in poor competition in the market
place and risks the delivery of housing which meets the local housing requirement. d) Assimilation
Within rural areas like Easingwold, it is important that new development is provided in a way that
responds to the historic pattern and form of the settlement so to preserve its character and identity.
Over recent years, the character of the town has been eroded by large housing developments and
almost every large allocation has been consented or developed. The majority of new housing within
Easingwold has therefore been provided by volume housebuilders who have delivered their usual
range of 3, 4 and 5-bed dwellings. In contrast, the opportunities for bespoke developments by small
to medium sized housebuilders have been limited. Although Easingwold performs the role of a ‘Market
Town’, its historic tight-knit character and limited availability of development sites are clear physical
constraints to future development. It is submitted that future growth of the town would be better
accommodated by smaller sites which can be more easily assimilated into the existing built fabric of
the town and reflect its more traditional organic growth. The proposed allocation of ‘EAS 1: Northeast
of Easingwold Community Primary School, Easingwold’ would introduce significant new development
to the north west corner of the town protruding significantly into open countryside to the rear of existing
housing development in St. John’s Meadows, Gill Croft and the primary school. The site lies adjacent
to the edge of development on one side but it is only contained by field boundaries to its significant
boundaries to the north and east. Development of the proposed allocation will therefore be difficult to
assimilate into the landscape without having an adverse impact upon the surrounding landscape or
views from existing residential properties to the west. Given the scale of development, there will be a
considerable impact on adjacent residential properties both during and on completion of the
development. In contrast, the allocation of a number of smaller sites across Easingwold would diffuse
the impact of new development on existing residential properties and allow for the assimilation of new
development more easily. e) Design The NPPF places significant emphasis on the importance of
design in the planning process. Paragraph 124 of Section 12 states that ‘the creation of high-quality
buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning and development process should achieve.’
Paragraph 127 further states that planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments
satisfy a number of criterion. These relate to the need for development to function well and add to the
overall quality of the area, be visually attractive and sympathetic to local character, ensure a strong
sense of place, provide for an appropriate amount and mix of development and create places that are
safe, inclusive and accessible. Given the significant weight that the issue of design carries in the
planning process, since the introduction of the NPPF, the benchmark for developers is set much higher
than it has been historically. This poses significant challenges for volume housebuilders who are unable
to be more flexible in the house types they provide to ensure a design solution is appropriate for a
particular site and responds to the positive elements of urban design which characterise the local area.
Whilst it is for the developer of the proposed allocation to ensure that a good standard of design can
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be achieved, we submit that a higher standard of design is likely to be gained from the allocation of a
number of smaller sites, which are likely to be available to small or medium sized housebuilders. Such
developers are likely to be local and have a better understanding of the local housing market and
whose product better suits the local vernacular.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Enterpen Ltd ( G Baird - 1025929)

Comment ID

LPreg19-783

Response Date

17/09/19 14:34

Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-17 Enterpen Ltd LPreg19-783.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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Commentary: Again, the spatial strategy focusses on a relatively small number of large sites without
dedicated allocations in most of the service villages and secondary villages, instead relying on “windfall
opportunities”, with some limited consents that would perhaps be granted under this approach if the
Council cannot meet the delivery of bulk standard product housing. We can find no mention of whether
existing planning permissions will be saved and observe from our own experience that there are some
sites with existing consents that have been saved and others that have not. We understand that this
matter has been addressed by the Inspector who dealt with the Stockton Local Plan. Therefore, the
plan is not sound presently in this respect.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Ingleby Arncliffe Parish Council (Mr Clive Walley 1225565)

Comment ID

LPreg19-315

Response Date

17/09/19 12:30

Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.2

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
The Parish Council of Ingleby Arncliffe objects to the policy on the basis that it does not allocate land
to meet identified housing need in the Parish of Ingleby Arncliffe. Where need has already been
identified, the allocation of land should not be left to a Neighbourhood Plan, given that Hambleton
District Council is aware of the intentions of the Parish Council.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
By allocating land within the Parish as part of preparing the Local Plan
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Banks Property Ltd (Mrs Jill Lomax - 1025532)

Comment ID

LPreg19-337

Response Date

17/09/19 14:55

Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.2

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Local Plan should seek to promote sustainable patterns of growth across the District. The proposed
approach to meeting the identified housing requirement relies heavily on completions to date for the
Plan period and committed development. A significant proportion of both of these figures is represented
by development in the Service Centre market towns particularly Northallerton and Thirsk. The proposed
number of new allocations required has decreased significantly from around 3,000 in the Preferred
Options consultation. Whilst Banks Property welcomes that Policy HG1 in the Publication Draft proposes
sites for allocation in excess of the residual minimum requirement, the proposed distribution of new
allocations continues to focus heavily on a small number of growth areas. To promote economic growth,
sustainable patterns of development, and the affordability and vitality of settlements across Hambleton,
the Local Plan should include a greater number of allocations outside of Northallerton and Thirsk.
Previous consents and allocations have placed significant pressure on the Service Centre markets
towns, with long lead in times for development and infrastructure delivery. Although housing completions
increased recently with a peak in 2016/17, as noted in the latest SHLAA (Sept 2019), there is still a
strong case to increase the geographic spread of allocations to enable more sites to proceed at the
same time and to reduce the risk of delay in delivery. A range of smaller allocations would reduce
reliance on volume housebuilders and promote opportunities for SME builders in line with Government
aspirations. Banks Property has highlighted in previous Local Plan representations that there is
compelling justification to increase the scale of allocations in Great Ayton in particular. This is even
more pertinent following the reduced number of units now proposed in the Publication Draft. The single
30 unit site (GTA1 Skottowe Crescent) represents only 1% growth in settlement size (compared to
2011 Census data). This is not sufficient to support the settlement’s vitality and affordability into the
next Plan period. Great Ayton is comparable in size to the Service Centre towns and has a significantly
greater amenity, retail and service provision than other settlements in the Service Village tier. In contrast
to the single 30 unit allocation, larger allocations are proposed at the Secondary Villages of Leeming
Bar (representing 16% growth in settlement size) and South Otterington (29% growth), both a tier
below Great Ayton in the Settlement Hierarchy. This is inconsistent and will lead to uneven patterns
of growth across the District. Banks Property has submitted previous representations promoting site
S/058/015 Mill Farm in Great Ayton. This site would provide a logical, sustainable and accessible
expansion of around 100 units, which is wholly commensurate with the scale and service provision of
the village. The site provides opportunity to enhance connectivity from the historic village core to the
countryside, and could be delivered with minimal impact on the character and appearance of the
surrounding landscape. It provides the most suitable location to accommodate new housing, including
30% affordable units, which is essential to ensure the future vitality of Great Ayton.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The Local Plan should include a greater number of allocations outside of the Service Centre towns,
particularly Northallerton and Thirsk. There is compelling justification to increase the scale of allocations
in Great Ayton.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-832
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HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)
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Processed
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Email
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Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Policy identifies a number of proposed housing allocations across the District to meet its minimum
housing needs. The Council has allocated sites whereby the cumulative notional capacity of the sites
will exceed the residual housing requirement (taking account of completions and commitments) in
order to ensure a good supply of deliverable housing land during the Plan period, and to ensure that
the identified affordable housing need is addressed. Our Client supports this approach to flexibility.
Development within the Service and Secondary Villages is aimed at maintaining their role as higher
tier settlements below the Market Towns, delivering new housing (including affordable housing). To
this end, two allocations are proposed in Leeming Bar to support the settlement’s role in the economic
growth of the District, and which will cumulatively deliver 150 homes. The delivery of these two sites
will provide a choice of housing for people to live in close to their place of work (given the new jobs
which will be created as a result of the economic growth in the settlement). Our Client’s land interests
at Northallerton Road/Foundry Way are allocated under Site Ref. LEB 2 for 65 dwellings (80 gross
taking account of an existing planning permission for 13 dwellings, Ref. 16/00224/OUT); the housing
capacity figure should be treated as a minimum. Our Client supports this proposed allocation; the site
is suitable, available and achievable for residential development immediately, and in the first five years
of the Plan period. This is consistent with the guidance contained in the Framework. We provide further
commentary on this allocation in Section 8 of this Representation. The level of housing growth directed
towards the Leeming Bar is only 54 dwellings shy of the total cumulative amount for the Service Villages
spread across 7 settlements. This re-affirms the need for Leeming Bar to be elevated to a Service
Village in the settlement hierarchy having regard to its current and future scale and role in the housing
and economic growth of Hambleton.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

David Holmes Properties Ltd (Mr David Holmes 1025236)

Comment ID

LPreg19-939

Response Date

17/09/19 16:49

Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5
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Files

2019-09-17 David Holmes Properties LPreg19-936.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
David Holmes Properties Limited fully supports the identification of Land at Skottowe Crescent, Great
Ayton (site GTA1) for 30 homes. The site forms a discreet and logical extension to Great Ayton. It is
also important that smaller sites such as the Land at Skottowe Crescent are allocated as part of the
emerging Local Plan to ensure that housing delivery is maintained by reducing reliance on larger more
strategic sites. It is clear from the delays in the larger more strategic allocations such as North
Northallerton and Sowerby Gateway coming forward from the current local plan that their delivery of
such sites is more complicated with longer lead in times. David Holmes Properties Limited therefore
supports the Council’s current approach which seeks to allocate sites of varying sizes including the
Land at Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton. This approach is more likely to help the Council maintain a
continuous supply of housing land over the plan period and avoid the Council struggling to maintain
a 5 year supply of housing land at any given point in time. It will also ensure choice and competition
in the market for land.
Comment by

Dalton Transport & Storage Ltd (Mr and Mrs Wilson
- 1229566)

Comment ID

LPreg19-916

Response Date

17/09/19 11:34

Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5
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2019-09-17 Dalton Wilson_redacted LPreg19-913.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy HG1 is unsound as it is not positively prepared, effective or justified. It does not provide sufficient
allocations and provides no housing allocations within Dalton an area identified for significant
employment growth. This is contrary to the principles of sustainable development. Overall supply The
Local Plan identifies that the proposed housing requirement (6,615 dwellings) will be delivered through
several sources, these being; • Completions from 1st April 2014 to 31st March 2019; • Commitments,
inclusive of a 10% non-implementation rate on small sites; • Allocations made within Part 2 of the Local
Plan (Site Allocations). Paragraph 5.7 of the Local Plan identifies taking account of completions (2,136
dwellings) and commitments (4,013 dwellings) a minimum requirement of 466 homes is required from
allocations. This places a heavy reliance upon delivery from existing sources of supply. The proposed
allocations within Policy HG1 identify delivery of approximately 1,584 dwellings.The Local Plan therefore
suggests an overall supply of 7,733 dwellings. The provision of allocations to provide a buffer over
and above the housing requirement is supported and considered a necessity to ensure that the plan
delivers its housing requirement as a minimum. However, we have significant concerns in relation to
the figures identified in paragraph 5.7 of the Local Plan and do not consider that all the allocations will
deliver in full over the plan period. Commitments The Local Plan identifies (paragraph 5.6) that “…the
existing supply of sites that have planning permission for residential development and are expected
to be delivered during the plan period are set out in the Council's Strategic Housing Land Availability
(SHLAA). An 10% allowance to account for the small proportion of small sites that are unlikely to be
implemented has been made. With this allowance the capacity of existing commitments is considered
to be 4,013...”. It is unclear how this figure is derived. Examination of the most recently published
SHLAA (December 2018) indicates a supply of 4,261 dwellings (Annex 2). Allocations The Council
continues to rely upon allocations from the extant plan as an element of its identified commitments. It
is notable that several of these extant allocations still do not benefit from any form of planning
permission. The mere fact that no progress has been made upon these sites in the 8½-years since
the adoption of the Council’s Allocations Development Plan Document raises concerns in relation to
the likelihood of their delivery. In total 339 dwellings fall within this category, these are; • BH1: Masham
Road, Bedale; • BH2: Pig Farm, Aiskew & part BH3 The Hatchery; • BH8: Hare of Snape Works,
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Snape; • BM2: North East of Aiskew Pig Farm, Aiskew; • EH7: Back Lane, Helperby; • NH4: Bungalow
Farm, East Cowton; • TH2: Depots, Station Road, Thirsk; and • TH3: Rybeck Farm, Thirsk. If these
commitments are removed from the supply it is reduced to 3,674 dwellings.
Comment by

Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) (
Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) 1229417)

Comment ID

LPreg19-862

Response Date

17/09/19 16:32

Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-17 land off Station Road LPreg19-857.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council have shown a requirement for an overall level of 315 homes per annum, totalling 6,615
homes over the Plan period. The Council however then deduct 2,136 homes that have been completed
between 2014-2018 and 4,013 from commitments, which include extant permissions and old allocations.
This then leaves a residual level of homes to be delivered of 466 through new allocations. The SHLAA
identifies the homes that have been delivered and also those that form the commitments, together
with details of their current position. This table shows the significant impact that backdating the plan
has had on the level of homes required, with almost 30% of the homes required in the 21-year Plan
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being delivered in the first four years. If the Plan period were brought up to date from when the revised
housing need projections were calculated, this would start from 2018, leaving a plan requirement of
5,355 and a residual requirement of 1,342. Further to this, the table also shows that there are 4,013
homes that are to be delivered from committed development that the Council also seeks to include in
the supply. This supply is made up of 2,774 homes from allocations carried forward from the previous
Local Plan and 1,155 windfall sites that have been granted planning permission. Furthermore, the
windfall sites have not been delivered on a planned basis and have the impact of deviating from the
Plan’s strategy and hierarchy, as shown earlier in these representations. As drafted, Policy HG1 is
therefore considered unsound as it is not positively prepared by not allocating sufficient land to meet
the level of homes needed and also in not meeting the Council’s own distribution strategy. In summary,
the delivery of the Plan relies on the following:[see attached submission] Such a reliance on historically
failed sites and small windfall sites is not considered to be a Plan-led system, the previous Plan and
speculative development is guiding the approach taken by the Council with no regard to the deliverability
of the homes included. We are unaware of any evidence which the Council have prepared to
demonstrate that the unimplemented allocations are deliverable. The revised Framework published
in February 2019 is clear that there is a requirement upon local planning authorities to demonstrate
that sites are deliverable and in the context that existing allocations were adopted through the Allocations
Plan in 2010, and are yet to come forward, it should not automatically be assumed that they are still
deliverable. These sites should be assessed on the same basis upon which non-allocated sites are
assessed, with no bias given to the allocated sites. Our Client is not satisfied that such an approach
has been taken. Taking Thirsk as an example, the Council are carrying the southern part of the existing
allocation TH2 forward to the emerging plan, despite the fact it has not been developed in the 9 years
it has been allocated. It is clear as to why it has not been developed, the existing access options are
unsuitable and the site can not be accessed, as evidenced by the fact an application was refused and
dismissed at appeal in 2012 and a subsequent application for fewer units in 2016 was also refused.
The Council’s decision to retain the site as an allocation but pushing back delivery until later in the
Plan period as the highways issues need to be resolved is clearly unsound. Our Client’s land interest
in Thirsk would provide a more suitable and sounder site to enable the Council to deliver housing in
the settlement, early in the Plan period. The site is being promoted by one of the largest housebuilders
in the Country, who have undertaken the necessary due diligence in ensuring the site is accessible,
suitable and deliverable. The Council should remove the historic allocation TH2 as it is not, by their
own admission, deliverable. Furthermore, the vast majority of existing commitments in Thirsk are for
small scale developments of a couple of plots, which means that no affordable housing will be provided
and no benefits to the community through financial obligations will be sought. This is a short-sighted
approach from the Council, which is considered to be of long-term detriment to the settlement. The
Plan does seek to allocate more than the residual level of homes in Policy HG1, however our Client
objects that the policy does not provide sufficient allocations to meet the housing requirement or the
distribution and hierarchy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1022

Response Date

17/09/19 15:53
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Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 Litchfields Taylor Wimpey_redacted
LPreg19-1017.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Draft Policy HG1 states that the Council will support the development of allocated housing sites. The
policy identifies the location and capacity of allocated land to meet the residual number of homes
identified as being required by the Council over the Plan period. Whilst Taylor Wimpey supports the
Council’s approach to allocating housing over and above the residual requirement, this appears to be
at odds with the draft Local Plan proposing to allocate only a single housing site in Easingwold (EAS1),
despite the strength of its housing market and its identification as a ‘focus for growth’ as part of Policy
S3. Taylor Wimpey is concerned by the draft Local Plan’s reliance on a single housing allocation site
(ref. EAS1) to meet local housing needs in Easingwold over the Plan period. Such an approach presents
a significant risk to the delivery of the Plan if this site does not, ultimately, come forward for development.
To that end, it is noted that there are heritage constraints associated with Site EAS1 as well as a
requirement to deliver land for the adjacent primary school. These matters present complex issues
which could potentially frustrate the short-term delivery of the site and its ability to meet local housing
needs in accordance with draft Policy HG2. Additional housing allocations in Easingwold would
significantly reduce the risk, ensuring that the Plan has sufficient flexibility with which to respond to
unforeseen delivery issues, whilst ensuring that local housing needs are also fully met. Taylor Wimpey
is also concerned that the constraints present on Site EAS1 may lead to a situation where the required
level of affordable housing is not viable, such that the Plan’s target of 30% affordable housing will not
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be met. For these reasons, it is considered that draft Policy HG1 is not positively prepared or effective
and does not meet the tests of soundness set out within the NPPF.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-889

Response Date

17/09/19 14:39

Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 Aiskew Farm_redacted LPreg19-877.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The plan does seek to allocate more than the residual level of homes in Policy HG1, however our client
objects that the policy does not provide sufficient allocations to meet the housing requirement or the
distribution and hierarchy, particularly with regards to the land at Aiskew Farm. According to the most
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recent SHLAA data, housing delivery including exiting commitments in Bedale and Aiskew equates to
just 12% of the total main town commitments with 554 homes, compared to the other main town
commitments within the top tier of the hierarchy where, for example, Northallerton equates to 32%
(1465 homes) and Thirsk equates to 30% (1345 homes). The distribution of new homes is heavily
reliant on previous allocations and approvals and only two allocations in Bedale and Aiskew are
proposed. Our Client’s site at Aiskew Farm represents a more sustainable solution in comparison to
allocation AIB 2 and can help meet the future housing growth required within the settlement.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Runway Investments Ltd (Mr Graham Hall - 1119679)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1014

Response Date

17/09/19 14:42

Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 Runway Investments Ltd_redacted
LPreg19-1013.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We further support Policy HG1 which sets out the Council’s commitment to housing delivery within
sustainable settlements throughout the Hambleton District, by supporting development of the sites
allocated for housing and mixed uses set out in 'Part 2: Site Allocations', as shown on the Policies
Map, in order to meet the need for housing identified in S 2 'Strategic Development Needs'. Support
is also expressed for the role that Service and Secondary villages are identified to play in seeking to
accommodate development in sustainable locations, such as Huby, within the district, whilst addressing
affordable housing requirements. Leaving aside arguments relating to the total housing requirement,
we support the allocation of the site ‘HUB 1: South of Stillington Road, Huby’ and agree that the site
has the potential to yield at least 28 dwellings and make a valuable contribution to the housing
requirement of the District. We agree with the provisions of the policy in that the quantum of development
that can be accommodated by the site would support the service provision role of the settlement, which
is an important Service Village within the Easingwold Hinterland. We also agree that the size of the
site has the capacity to deliver affordable housing to assist the Council in addressing affordable housing
needs in rural communities. The site has the capacity to provide in the region of 8 affordable units,
subject to viability. This represents a greater contribution than would be received through a number
of smaller, unallocated sites which could be supported under the emerging policy HG5 ‘Windfall Housing
Developments’. The strategy to allocate sites within the Service villages, alongside the opportunities
that might exist under Policy HG5 is therefore supported and consistent with the need to provide
additional affordable housing in the District.
Comment by

Karbon Homes Ltd ( - 1229641)

Comment ID

LPreg19-933

Response Date

17/09/19 16:17

Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Karbon Homes LPreg19-932.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Karbon Homes Ltd fully support the identification of Land at Back Lane, Sowerby (site TIS2) for 50
homes. The site forms a discreet and logical extension to Thirsk. In addition to site TIS2, Karbon
Homes also have an interest in the land to the north which was identified as a preferred option in the
additional sites consultation under reference ALT/T/139/020 and request that the extent of the TIS2
allocation be extended to include this land which following the development of site TIS2 would be
surrounded on all sides by development. Please see Appendix A for the Site Location Plan of the
extended allocation. It is noted in the Site Selection Methodology and Results prepared by the Council
in support of the Publication Draft Local Plan advises that site ALT/T/139/020 was only not taken
forward as an allocation and considered to be an “indicative capacity below minimum for allocation”.
This is no longer an issue now that site ALT/T/139/020 is being promoted by the same developer as
TIS2. It therefore would be logical to extend site TIS2 to include site ALT/T/139/020 increasing the
size of the allocation. Moreover, draft Policy HG5 (Windfall Housing Development) provides supports
infill development and states: “A proposal for housing development within the main built form (defined
in policy S5 'Development in the Countryside') of a defined settlement (see policy S3 'Spatial
Distribution') will be supported where the site is not protected for its environmental, historic, community
or other value, or allocated, designated or otherwise safeguarded for another type of development”.
It is considered that site ALT/T/139/020 would be within the main built form of Sowerby once the
proposed TIS2 allocation has been completed and therefore comply with the requirements of Policy
HG5. Notwithstanding the above, Karbon Homes consider that the land to the north should be included
within the allocation rather than relying on the Policy HG5 and it being brought forward as a windfall.
This would provide more certainty and would be a more effective and positive approach. It would also
give a greater degree of certainty over the planning policy position of the site and ensure there is
greater flexibility. An initial site feasibility has been undertaken which suggests that the larger site can
accommodate approximately 65 dwellings. As such, Karbon fully support the identification of site TIS2
but object to the extent of the allocation and consider that the allocation should be extended to include
the land to the north, as illustrated in Appendix A. To inform the promotion of the site to date and
demonstrate its deliverability, a significant amount of technical assessment has already been undertaken
and submitted to the Council during earlier consultations on the Local Plan by the previous promoter.
Moreover, Karbon Homes are committed to working with the Local Planning Authority to deliver this
site in a timely manner and are currently seeking pre-application advice from the Council. Further
technical assessments to support a future planning application is currently underway. Consideration
is given later in these representations to the development requirements outlined in Part 2 of the
Publication Draft Local Plan relating to the Land at Back Lane, Sowerby (site TIS2). Policy Map Further
to the representations made earlier in this document regarding the increase in the extent of the draft
allocation to include the site to the north of draft TIS2, any increase should be reflected on the Policy
Map.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
Karbon Homes would like the opportunity to attend any hearing session relevant to Land at Back Lane,
Sowerby (site: TIS2) to answer any questions the Inspector may have on the site and also defend any
objections from third parties.
Comment by

Messrs T A Greensit & Sons (1054972)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1033

Response Date

17/09/19 10:15

Consultation Point

HG 1 Housing Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Lister Haigh TA Greensit LPreg19-1033
1034.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This policy allocates land for a total of 145 homes at Bedale with Aiskew. The villages in the Bedale
area have allocations totalling 63 homes at Crakehall (18), West Tanfield (11), Burneston (25) and
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Leeming Bar (150). Previous housing development in the Bedale sub area has focused around the
main town with sites of single building plots but sometimes up to 5 dwellings appearing in the village
settlements. We consider that Hambleton District Council have not taken the opportunity of preparing
a new Local Plan that takes into account a wider strategic development strategy to include the District’s
villages, rather than the current focus of the market towns. There should be further allocations, in
addition to the ones mentioned above, at other village locations within the Bedale sub area. Villages
in this area are desirable locations in which to live and many would qualify as being sustainable enough
to provide development opportunities. Housing allocations in these areas would help reinforce the
local community and support the services in these villages.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Gus Robinson & Karbon Homes (1229381)
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2019-09-16 - LPreg19-845- Saxty Way Sowerby 11
09 19_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy HG1 - Housing Delivery We support the principles of policy HG 1 which sets out the Council’s
commitment to housing delivery within sustainable settlements throughout the Hambleton District, by
supporting development of the sites allocated for housing and mixed uses set out in 'Part 2: Site
Allocations', as shown on the Policies Map, in order to meet the need for housing identified in S 2
'Strategic Development Needs'. Support is also expressed for the role that the Market Towns play in
accommodating significant development in the larger and more sustainable locations which will also
benefit from an employment allocation under the Plan, as prepared. This will ensure that increases in
employment opportunities will be matched by new housing to encourage more sustainable forms of
travel. Whilst the level of growth and its distribution across the market towns is supported, we would
object to part b. of Policy HG 1 which seeks to allocate two large housing sites, namely: TIS 1 Station
Road, Thirsk (110 homes)and TIS 2 Back Lane, Sowerby (50 homes) on the grounds that Relying on
two sites only to deliver housing for Thirsk & Sowerby is unnecessary and could place housing supply
in jeopardy should delivery of these sites stall for any reason, • Restricting the proposed allocations
to two sites reduces choice in the housing market for local people, • Restricting the proposed allocations
to two sites creates a lack of competition in the marketplace and reduces opportunities for SME
housebuilders and Registered Providers alike, • The development of a large site by a volume
housebuilder often results in a poor-quality environment with an inferior product to a smaller local
housebuilders and Registered Providers who can provide a bespoke product that better reflects the
local vernacular The proposed site for 110 homes at Thirsk Road (TIS 1) cannot be as easily assimilated
into the existing built form of the settlement when compared to smaller infill sites or sites on the edge
of the settlement, • Specific concerns about Site TIS 1 are listed as follows: o The site is within multiple
ownership, which could cause land assembly and deliverability issues, o Development of the site would
include the demolition of up to three dwellings to the detriment of the Thirsk Road street scene, o
Europark (Business Park) bounds the site to the west which could have a detrimental impact of the
amenity of new residents by virtue of noise, smells, pollution and general disturbance, o The site is
located further from key services and amenities than previously proposed allocation site T/139/009 –
Land off Green Lane West and is therefore less sustainable. o The impact on the form and character
of the settlement will be more acute than developing the alternative Green Lane West / Saxty Way
site. a) Over Reliance on Two Sites Whilst the Council may be satisfied that the sites chosen are
suitable and deliverable, there can be no certainty that planning permission will be secured and
subsequently implemented. Whilst this could be said of any potential development site, there is a
greater risk to the delivery of the housing growth strategy if the number of houses that are due to come
forward in Thirsk & Sowerby cannot be delivered via the proposed allocation sites. By contrast,
paragraph 67 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) states that strategic
policy-making authorities should have a clear understanding of the land available in their area through
a SHLAA and from this planning policies should identify ‘a sufficient supply and mix of sites’ (my
emphasis)’. Paragraph 68 of the NPPF further recognises that small and medium sized sites can make
an important contribution to meeting the housing requirement of an area and are often built out relatively
quickly. As such, the Framework promotes the development of a good mix of sites by encouraging
Local Planning Authorities to: “a) identify, through the development plan and brownfield registers, land
to accommodate at least 10% of their housing requirement on sites no larger than one hectare; unless
it can be shown, through the preparation of relevant plan policies, that there are strong reasons why
this 10% target cannot be achieved; b) use tools such as area-wide design assessments and Local
Development Orders to help bring small and medium sized sites forward; c) support the development
of windfall sites through their policies and decisions – giving great weightto the benefits of using suitable
sites within existing settlements for homes; and d) work with developers to encourage the sub-division
of large sites where this could help to speed up the delivery of homes.” Therefore, with regard to the
advice at paragraphs 67 and 68 of the Framework, the Plan does not provide an effective strategy
which meets the area’s objectively assessed needs, is not justified in that it fails to take account of
reasonable alternatives and is inconsistent with the NPPF by not providing a mix of sites for a rural
area like Thirsk & Sowerby and discounts viable and suitable small and medium sized sites
Comment by

Mr and Mr & Mrs J and J R & L Yates (1229243)
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2019-09-17 Yates LPreg19-821.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This policy allocates land for a total of 145 homes at Bedale and Aiskew and Policy EG 1: Meeting
Hambleton’s Employment Requirement allocates 20.65 ha (51.03 acres) of strategic employment land
at Leeming Bar. The additional number of jobs created, as identified in the Employment Land Review,
increases the housing requirement for the plan period to 315 dwellings per annum. However, the spatial
distribution of the housing delivery policy means that there will not be sufficient new housing to meet
the increasing demand from locally employed people on the proposed employment site at Leeming
Bar. By not providing housing where it is required, the Council will encourage migration from nearby
towns and villages where the housing stock will be in plentiful supply from proposed allocations and
existing commitments.This is not a sustainable development strategy for the plan period. More housing
should be allocated where there is going to be a significant increase in employment opportunities in
the future. Since the Bedale Bypass was opened it has improved infrastructure links to the A1(M) and
has diverted traffic away from Aiskew and Bedale. Local Estate Agents claim that since the new bypass
was opened house prices in the local area have increased significantly beyond the average. Overall
the new road has made the Bedale area a more pleasant place to live but as house prices in this area
increase, the less affordable it becomes for the future employees of the strategic employment site at
Leeming Bar to live where they will one day work.
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2019-09-17 East Cowton_redacted LPreg19-796.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council have shown a requirement for an overall level of 315 homes per annum, totalling 6,615
homes over the plan period. The Council however then deduct 2,136 homes that have been completed
between 2014-2018 and 4,013 from commitments, which include extant permissions and old allocations.
This then leads a residual level of homes to be delivered of 466 through new allocations. The SHLAA
identifies the homes that have been delivered and also those that form the commitments, together
with details of their current position. This table shows the significant impact that backdating the plan
has had on the level of homes required, with almost 30% of the homes required in the 21 year plan
being delivered in the first four years. If the plan period were brought up to date from when the revised
housing need projections were calculated, this would start from 2018, leaving a plan requirement of
5,355 and a residual requirement of 1,342. Further to this, the table also shows that there are 4,013
homes that are to be delivered from committed development, that the Council also seeks to include
in the supply. This supply is made up of 2,774 homes from allocations carried forwards from the
previous Local Plan and 1,155 windfall sites that have been granted planning permission. Therefore,
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again over 40% of the homes to be delivered are from historic allocations, proposed for housing in
2007 and not brought forward in the last 12 years. The Council have minimal evidence to show that
these will come forward and to retain them as allocations in this plan. Such heavy reliance on these
sites show a significant threat to the delivery of the required homes in the plan period. For example,
the Council are proposing to carry allocation reference N4 forward to the new Local Plan despite the
fact it has not come forward for development in the last 12 years. Indeed, no planning application for
develop the site for housing has been submitted to the local planning authority. There are clear question
marks about the deliverability of this site and yet the Council, to the best of our knowledge have provided
no evidence to suggest the site is deliverable, as is now required by the Framework. The proposed
delivery in East Cowton over the next 16 years, based on the Council’s approach, is as follows: Historic
Allocation N4 – 45 units; 17/00811/OUT – 1 unit; 18/00414/FUL – 1 unit. If all units come forward, a
total of 47 dwellings would be provided over a 21 year period, which a settlement which falls within
the 2nd tier of the hierarchy. This is unacceptable, particularly in the context that the Council are
proposing to allocate 150 dwellings in Leeming Bar, which is a Secondary Village, a tier lower of the
settlement hierarchy. It is completely illogical that a less sustainable settlement is accommodating 3
times as much housing when compared to a more sustainable settlement. This figure is based on all
units in East Cowton coming forward and this is considered unlikely as the historic allocation appears
to have deliverability issues and may not come forward. This isn’t a one off, an allocation is proposed
in South Otterington for 40 units, which equates to a similar level of development in East Cowton in a
21 year period. Our clients site was previously a draft allocation considered acceptable in all regards
only deleted as a result of the overall level of homes. The evidence however clearly shows a need for
new homes to be allocated and the site should eb included in the plan. This approach fails to meet
any of the tests in paragraph 35 of the Framework and is therefore unsound and our Client strongly
objects to the Council’s disjointed approach to the distribution of housing. As drafted Policy HG1 is
therefore considered unsound as it is not positively prepared by not allocating sufficient land to meet
the level of homes needed and also in not meeting the Councils own distribution strategy. In summary,
the delivery of the plan relies on the following:[table available in full representation] Such a reliance
on historically failed sites and small windfall sites is not considered to be a plan led system, the previous
plan and speculative development is guiding the approach taken by the Council with no regard to the
deliverability of the homes included. The plan does seek to allocate more than the residual level of
homes in Policy HG1, however our client objects that the policy does not provide sufficient allocations
to meet the housing requirement or the distribution and hierarchy, particularly with regards to land at
East Cowton.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID
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2019-09-17 CAM1 S3 LPreg19-854.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Berkeley DeVeer fully support the identification of Land off Ripon Way (site CAM1) for 55 homes. The
accompanying draft site layout demonstrates that this site can comfortably accommodate a minimum
of the estimated yield of 55 dwellings. The site forms a logical extension to Carlton Miniott and will be
valuable in maintaining support to local services and facilities within the service village.
Comment by

Messers L & M Faulkner (1049771)
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2019-09-17 Brafferton Manor Farm_redacted
LPreg19-749.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council have shown a requirement for an overall level of 315 homes per annum, totalling 6,615
homes over the plan period. The Council however then deduct 2,136 homes that have been completed
between 2014-2018 and 4,013 from commitments, which include extant permissions and old allocations.
This then leads a residual level of homes to be delivered of 466 through new allocations. The SHLAA
identifies the homes that have been delivered and also those that form the commitments, together
with details of their current position. This table shows the significant impact that backdating the plan
has had on the level of homes required, with almost 30% of the homes required in the 21 year plan
being delivered in the first four years. If the plan period were brought up to date from when the revised
housing need projections were calculated, this would start from 2018, leaving a plan requirement of
5,355 and a residual requirement of 1,342. Further to this, the table also shows that there are 4,013
homes that are to be delivered from committed development, that the Council also seeks to include
in the supply. This supply is made up of 2,774 homes from allocations carried forwards from the
previous Local Plan and 1,155 windfall sites that have been granted planning permission. Therefore,
again over 40% of the homes to be delivered are from historic allocations, proposed for housing in
2007 and not brought forward in the last 12 years. The Council have minimal evidence to show that
these will come forward and to retain them as allocations in this plan. Such heavy reliance on these
sites show a significant threat to the delivery of the required homes in the plan period. For example,
the Council are proposing to carry allocation reference EH7 forward to the new Local Plan despite the
fact it has not come forward for development in the last 12 years. Indeed, no planning application for
develop the site for housing has been submitted to the local planning authority. The Council approved
an application for the temporary use of the site for an overflow car park associated with the nearby
public house. There are clear question marks about the deliverability of this site and yet the Council,
to the best of our knowledge have provided no evidence to suggest the site is deliverable, as is now
required by the Framework. The proposed delivery in Brafferton and Helperby over the next 16 years,
based on the Council’s approach, is as follows: • Historic Allocation EH7 – 15 units; • 15/02162/MBN
– 1 unit; • 15/02421/FUL – 3 units; • 16/00166/FUL – 1 unit; • 16/01142/OUT – 28 units; • 17/02190/FUL
– 4 units (net) If all units come forward, a total of 52 dwellings would be provided over a 21 year period,
which a settlement which falls within the 2nd tier of the hierarchy. This is unacceptable, particularly in
the context that the Council are proposing to allocate 150 dwellings in Leeming Bar, which is a
Secondary Village, a tier lower of the settlement hierarchy. It is completely illogical that a less sustainable
settlement is accommodating 3 times as much housing when compared to a more sustainable
settlement. This figure is based on all units in Brafferton coming forward and this is considered unlikely
as the historic allocation appears to have deliverability issues and may not come forward. This isn’t a
one off, an allocation is proposed in South Otterington for 40 units, which equates to nearly the whole
delivery in Brafferton in a 21 year period. This approach fails to meet any of the tests in paragraph 35
of the Framework and is therefore unsound and our Client strongly objects to the Council’s disjointed
approach to the distribution of housing. As drafted Policy HG1 is therefore considered unsound as it
is not positively prepared by not allocating sufficient land to meet the level of homes needed and also
in not meeting the Councils own distribution strategy. In summary, the delivery of the plan relies on
the following:[Full table available in attached representation] Such a reliance on historically failed sites
and small windfall sites is not considered to be a plan led system, the previous plan and speculative
development is guiding the approach taken by the Council with no regard to the deliverability of the
homes included. The plan does seek to allocate more than the residual level of homes in Policy HG1,
however our client objects that the policy does not provide sufficient allocations to meet the housing
requirement or the distribution and hierarchy, particularly with regards to land at Brafferton.
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Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

ENGLAND LYLE GOOD ( Kebbell Development Ltd
- 1053354)
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2019-09-16 HG1 Kebble Dev Ltd_redacted
LPreg19-847.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We consider Policy HG1 Housing delivery is unsound as it fails to make adequate provision to meet
housing needs in Stokesley over the plan period. As a result, the Plan will be ineffective and contrary
to national policy. Stokesley is a sustainable Market Town and the largest settlement with the greatest

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 77

range of services and community facilities in the Stokesley sub area of Hambleton District. Residents
of a large number of smaller settlements also rely on Stokesley for a large proportion of their everyday
needs. The Publication Draft Local Plan seeks to allocate just one site in Stokesley (105 units) and
one other site in Gt Ayton (30 units) to meet anticipated future housing needs in this part of Hambleton
until 2035. We do not object to either of these allocations but do not consider, even taking into account
existing commitments in the town, that they will meet all future housing needs in the Stokesley Sub-Area.
The Plan will there not be effective. As a result the Local Plan needs to allocate additional housing
land in Stokesley to meet future housing needs both in numerical terms and in terms of the range and
mix of dwellings that needs to come forward over the next 15 years to address all sectors of housing
needs and especially accommodation suitable for the increasing proportion of elderly residents in the
town and the District as a whole. The need for a greater range and type of housing is acknowledged
in Policy HG2 Delivering the Right Type of Homes and its supporting justification. Para 5.25 for example
states that: “The district has an ageing population that is increasing year on year; there is expected to
be a 83% increase in the number of residents aged over 75 by 2035. Conversely, there is expected
to be a significant decline in the number of younger and middle-aged residents, including a 25.4%
decrease in residents aged 45 to 59 by 2035. Under the sub-heading ‘Specialist Housing’ Paras 5.31
and 5.32 also state: ‘5.31 The number of older people living in Hambleton is increasing as more people
are living longer. Although census data suggests that many people are healthy and active, inevitably
as people live longer they face increasing health problems and higher levels of disability, including
conditions such as dementia, that may require specialist housing and/ or nursing care. There are a
number of existing models aimed at meeting the housing needs of the older population. Some, such
as extra care facilities, are available to people with some degree of care need, whereas other forms,
for example, retirement housing, involve specifically designed accommodation.’ ‘5.32 At the other end
of the age scale, young professional people are finding it increasingly difficult to afford to live
independently, which adversely impacts the local jobs market. Support will be given to development
proposals which aim to provide accommodation for multiple occupation by young, working people.’
Current commitments all propose conventional mass market housing development in locations that
are some distance from the Town Centre and available facilities.This peripheral pattern of development
is replicated with the proposed large-scale housing allocation in Stokesley (STK1). If issues relating
to the delivery of specialist housing identified above are to be proactively addressed then there is a
need to promote other smaller sites, better suited in scale and locational terms to the needs of the end
user. In direct response to this issue we consider that the Draft Local Plan should allocate land at
Levenside (see Figure 1 overleaf) for housing development. Further details about the site, its accessibility
and suitability/deliverability for development for a wide range of house types in contained in the
accompanying Site Assessment Document. Its allocation for development is justified, will be effective
in meeting a mix of general and specialist housing needs over the Plan period not being met by other
commitments/ allocations and accords with national planning guidance. It is further noted that this part
of Stokesley is already a popular housing location for older people with the Broadacres bungalows
nearby and the majority of dwellings in Leven Mews having been sold to older/ disabled buyers. In
addition to new build on the Union Mill/Levenside site helping to meet specialist housing needs there
is also the potential to covert the Union Mill itself to sheltered accommodation. Together these
developments would provide the critical mass to deliver a more comprehensive range of services
aimed at meeting the needs of the older population. [see attached map in full representation and site
assessment]
Comment by

Mrs Jo Sawyer (1225501)

Comment ID

LPreg19-364
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16/09/19 16:24
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I would like to raise my objections to the local plan proposed by Hambleton Council. The plan is not
legally compliant not sound The plan does not have Legal compliance as 1. There has been a failure
to consider the views of residents received during the consultation in 2017. The comments from the
consultation were not made available until mid August 2019. 2. There has been a failure to communicate
with residents. There has not been direct communication with the residents affected by LEB3 by the
council. There has been no publicity on their website until only one prior to the end of the period for
Local Plan representations. 3. There has been a failure to be open and transparent. For example, the
report on the assessment of land to the west side of the A1 has only been received by a local resident
last week. This is 2 1/2 years after it was written and available to the Hambleton cabinet members.
The Local Plan is not sound 1. There has been a failure to calculate the required amount of housing
correctly. The amount of land previously allocated to housing is more than required to meet the figures
in the Local Plan. 2. There has been a failure to take into account the employment conditions in
Hambleton. Current unemployment is 3.1% and below the national average. Local employers struggle
to find local staff and have them transported from further afield. The types of jobs available do not pay
well. The proposed LEB3 industrial estate would likely continue these low paid roles. 3. There is a
failure to consider the detrimental impact on the community. Leeming Bar is a desirable place to live,
and surrounding the village on three sides with industry will directly affect several hundred residents.
4. There is a failure to appreciate the long term losses on agricultural land, habitats and ecosystems.
Although the land isn’t a SSSI, loss of green belt land cannot and will not be replaced. I hope that the
Local Plan will be rejected and when the council reconsider their approach, that LEB3 will be removed
from their consideration
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
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Comment by
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2019-09-17 Revely LPreg19-788.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
3.1 This policy allocates land for a total of 125 homes at Easingwold. The villages in the Easingwold
area have allocations totalling 63 homes at Huby (28) and Stillington (35). 3.2 Previous housing
development in the Easingwold sub area has focused around the main town with sites of single building
plots but sometimes up to 5 dwellings appearing in the village settlements. 3.3 We consider that
Hambleton District Council have not taken the opportunity of preparing a new Local Plan that takes
into account a wider strategic development strategy to include the District’s villages, rather than the
current focus of the market towns. 3.4 There should be further allocations, in addition to the ones
mentioned above, at other village locations within the Easingwold sub area. Villages in this area are
desirable locations in which to live and many would qualify as being sustainable enough to provide
development opportunities. Housing allocations in these areas would help reinforce the local community
and support the services in these villages.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Messrs N Blacker & Sons (1054981)

Comment ID
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2019-09-17 Lister Haige Blacker LPreg19-1030.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This policy allocates land for a total of 125 homes at Easingwold. The villages in the Easingwold area
have allocations totalling 63 homes at Huby (28) and Stillington (35). Previous housing development
in the Easingwold sub area has focused around the main town with sites of single building plots but
sometimes up to 5 dwellings appearing in the village settlements We consider that Hambleton District
Council have not taken the opportunity of preparing a new Local Plan that takes into account a wider
strategic development strategy to include the District’s villages, rather than the current focus of the
market towns. There should be further allocations, in addition to the ones mentioned above, at other
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village locations within the Easingwold sub area. Villages in this area are desirable locations in which
to live and many would qualify as being sustainable enough to provide development opportunities.
Housing allocations in these areas would help reinforce the local community and support the services
in these villages
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr Steve Barker (1046388)
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2019-09-17 S_Barker_redacted PLreg19-918.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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The plan does seek to allocate more than the residual level of homes in Policy HG1, however, our
client objects that the policy does not provide sufficient allocations to meet the housing requirement
or the distribution and hierarchy, particularly with regards to Thirsk. As discussed above, within Thirsk,
there is an over-reliance on sites which have been delivered and on sites which were previously
allocated but have not yet come forward. Only 160 homes are proposed to be allocated within Thirsk,
a main focus for growth, across just two sites. This is in comparison to 640 homes proposed to be
allocated in Northallerton which is equal within the settlement hierarchy. Settlements lower down in
the settlement hierarchy than Thirsk also have a similar number of dwellings to be allocated – for
instance 125 at Easingwold and 150 at Leeming Bar.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr Wigan (1227691)
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2019-09-06 Mr Wigan - Raskelf.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client supports the Council’s proposals to deliver sustainable housing growth within the district.
However, we consider that our client’s site should be allocated for limited development in order to
support and maintain the vitality of the local community, services and facilities within Raskelf in line
with Policy S3 which states “limited development will be located in service villages and secondary
villages where there are a good range of services and facilities to support the level of growth” and to
achieve the aims of Outcome 3 of the objectives. The site is connected to the main village and ‘The
Green’ via a lit footpath and is also accessible on bicycle. The application site is located immediately
adjacent to the Village Hall and Sports Ground (less than 1 min walk), 0.2 miles from the Old Black
Bull Inn PH (4 min walk, 2 min cycle), 0.4km from Raskills Restaurant (9 min walk, 3 min cycle) and
145m from the nearest bus stop on Back Lane (2min walk, 1 min cycle). Consequently, the Site is
sustainably located. As the site is located within Raskelf (and in close proximity to other neighbouring
villages such as Brafferton, Helperby, Tholthorpe and Pilmoor, and well as Easingwold Town and easy
access to the A19), any development on the site will be able to be easily integrate into the local
community. This in turn will add to the economic and social wellbeing of the local area. In light of our
comments above and under Policy S2 above, we consider that there is a need for additional housing
across Hambleton and that our client’s site at Raskelf represents a logical and sustainable location
for the limited and organic growth of the settlement that would in turn help support and maintain the
vitality of the settlement. Policy HG1 specifically states that limited development will be located in
secondary villages where there are a good range of services and facilities to support the level of growth.
Our client considers that the level of growth proposed on their site (a maximum of 9 dwellings) is
commensurate with the level of services and facilities available within Raskelf, without detracting from
the character and form of the settlement. Whilst our client’s site has now been assessed within the
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, we can confirm that the Site is available now, within
a suitable location for development and achievable for within the first 5 years of the plan period. The
Site has also previously been subject to an outline planning application for residential development
and whilst this application was withdrawn, it demonstrated that all technical matters (highways/access,
arboriculture, landscape, scale, amenity and flood risk/drainage) could be appropriately addressed
and so there are no technical matters that would prohibit the Site from coming forward. As such, our
client objects to this policy as a result of their land at Raskelf not being allocated for residential
development, despite the settlements identification as a Secondary Village, the sites location within
the built form of the village and a level of services and facilities within the village that are commensurate
with the level of development proposed.
Comment by

Church Commissioners for England ( - 1049922)

Comment ID
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2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Form
LPreg19-941
2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Written
Representation

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Emerging Policy HG2 (‘Delivering the Right Type of Homes’) seeks to assist in the creation of sustainable
and inclusive communities through supporting major housing development where (inter alia) at least
10% of the units to be provided are two bedroom bungalows. Whilst it is recognised that Hambleton
has an aging population, the approach of seeking a rigid 10% bungalow provision across all major
developments, has not been fully justified within the Publication Draft and is therefore unsound. It is
identified within the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (January 2016) that, “providing significant
numbers of bungalows involves costs implications…however providing an element of bungalows should
be given strong consideration on appropriate sites” [our emphasis]. However, no evidence can be
found that directly relates to the need to provide 10% across all sites. The specific circumstances of
a site which mean that it may not be possible to deliver the rigid requirements of emerging Policy HG2
have not been accounted for within the policy. It is therefore considered that this policy should be
reworded in a way that allows for a degree of flexibility on a site by site basis and that specific housing
mix can be discussed at the pre-application stage during the planning application process.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Church Commissioners for England have significant landholdings within Hambleton, particularly
around Northallerton.The emerging Local Plan, in particular emerging allocation NOR1 (which currently
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contains significant drafting errors), directly impacts upon our Client’s interests. In light of this and in
order to ensure that a sound Plan is prepared, the Commissioner’s wish to take part in future Hearing
sessions.
Comment by

National Custom & Self Build Association ( Sally Tagg
- 1228958)

Comment ID

LPreg19-758
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2019-09-17 National Custom

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Current custom and self-build (CSB) policy in England has evolved over the last 5 years with the
Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Bill, receiving Royal Assent on 26 March 2015. The Bill is now
an Act of Parliament. This Bill seeks to establish a register of prospective custom builders who are
seeking a suitable serviced plot of land and requires LPAs to keep an up to date register of people
within the district that wish to build their own home. NaCSBA are pleased to note that Hambleton
District Council do keep a self-build register which prospective self-builders can sign up to via the
council’s website. The Right to Build legislation clearly demonstrates how the government intends for
LPAs to respond to the requirements set out in the NPPF when drawing up new Local Plans. LPAs
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should take a proactive position to providing land and should undertake rigorous and effective evidence
gathering to measure custom and self-build need in their districts. And LPAs that do not do so can
expect their Local Plans to be found unsound at examination. The Housing and Planning Act 2016
conferred on LPAs the responsibility to:“Give suitable development permission in respect of enough
serviced plots of land to meet the demand for self-build and custom house building in the authority’s
area…” The Act established that evidence of such demand would be provided by registers which LPAs
are required to keep in accordance with the 2015 Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act. Paragraph
61 of the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the requirement for Local
Planning Authorities (LPA) to plan for a wide choice of high quality homes to support sustainable
communities and provide greater opportunities for home ownership. It goes on to state: “The size, type
and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected
in planning policies (including, but not limited to, those who require affordable housing, families with
children, older people, students, people with disabilities, service families, travellers, people who rent
their homes and people wishing to commission or build their own homes).” Furthermore, the NPPF
makes clear how small and medium sized sites can make an important contribution to meeting the
housing requirement of an area. The identification and promotion of small and medium sites as per
the NPPF paragraph 61 can be promoted in order to support the needs of custom and self-builders.
Recent appeal decisions such as a proposal for the erection of up to 5 self-build dwellings at The
Meadows, Bromsberrow Heath, Ledbury (APP/P1615/W/18/3213122) have highlighted and confirmed
the weight that should be afforded to self-build as a material consideration in determining planning
applications, which in turn demonstrates the importance of CSB in housing delivery. As a consequence
of the policy and guidance outlined above, it seems clear that LPAs have a duty conferred upon them
to actively meet the needs of those wishing to build their own homes. CSB in the Hambleton Local
Plan Whilst NaCSBA are pleased to note that the Local Plan review does contain reference to selfbuild,
it is concerned that the provisions set out in Policy HG2 do not come anywhere close to discharging
the LPAs duties towards meeting the needs of those that wish to build their own home. The policy
pays lip-service to paragraph 61 of the NPPF by stating that the LPA will seek to meet the needs of
those that wish to build their own home. But it does not set out the manner in which this will be achieved.
In reality, the policy does not give certainty that even a single selfbuild plot will be delivered, even
though the plan allocates sites to deliver over 1,500 homes over the plan period. In order to meet the
requirements, set out by national policy, it is important that the Local Plan is proactive and progressive
in this area. It is not considered sufficient to simply include a policy that simply states that the LPA will
‘work to meet demand’ for custom- and self-build. Instead, in order for the plan to be considered to be
Positively prepared and Consistent with national policy it must demonstrate specifically and in some
detail how it will ensure that the needs of custom and self-builders are to be met.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
There are a number a different policy mechanisms that could be employed to ensure a steady and
sufficient provision of CSB opportunities within the district, which would mean that the plan could be
considered to meet needs of those wishing to build their own home, including Setting a requirement
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of, for example, 5% of units on large sites to be delivered as serviced self-build plots;Allocating small
and medium-scale sites within the Plan specifically for custom and selfbuild.Allowing custom and
self-build units outside, but adjacent to, settlement boundaries where the site is sustainable and does
not represent an incursion into the open countryside. Particularly where the proposal would result in
the ‘rounding off’ of the developed form of the settlement and the applicant is on the self-build register.It
is considered that in order for the plan to be considered Positively prepared and Consistent with national
policy at examination, it will be necessary to include at least two of the above recommendations in
order to demonstrate that the delivery of self-build opportunities can meet the demand of those wishing
to build their own home.

Comment by

Easingwold Town Council (Mrs J Bentley - 1025359)
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2019-09-17 Easingwold Town Council
LPreg19-656_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Easingwold Population: We see that the overall Hambleton demographic for its 90,700 population
(46% of whom are in the market towns) differs substantially from that in Easingwold. Hambleton overall
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has about 25% of its people aged 65 or above. This is much lower than is the case in Easingwold,
where we believe that over 70% of the population are over 50 and that this proportion is rising, even
with such high dwellings- growth. The school age yield of our latest housing developments is
substantially lower than would normally be anticipated. More and more of the new and existing homes
in Easingwold are being bought by older people. These are people that are more able to afford the
open market price of the properties that are on offer. We would support proposals to make available
more affordable, smaller 2 - 3 bedroomed properties both on the open market and through shared
ownership alongside social housing in order to retain and attract younger people and families to our
community; or allow the elderly to downsize. We wish it to be economically and socially viable for
younger people to stay, return or join our town, to help address the aging of the community and assure
its long-term vitality. That said, we are concerned that the new Local Plan does not make an adequate
provision for the aging of Easingwold’s population. We will be likely to need greater provisions for
health care, social services, accessibility etc. which will be subject to representations further down in
this document. Alongside the young, the local provisions for the Social & Residential Care sector are
ignored within the draft Local Plan despite the aging of the town’s population. We need more bungalows
and small homes for the elderly to conveniently downsize into; but we also need to accommodate
those who can no longer live independently. Right type of homes: ETC agree that achieving the right
housing mix is essential, but almost all the decisions in this dimension have already been made as a
consequence of the permissions already in place. The Jomast site on York Road, EAS1, and any other
unallocated or 'windfall' sites that arise in Easingwold during the plan period are therefore essential to
help in building the right balance for Easingwold’s changing demographics. We are seriously concerned
that this will not deliver the necessary level of small, bungalow, affordable or social or residential homes
required across the whole draft plan.
Comment by

Labour Party (Mr Mark White - 1225492)
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2019-09-17 Labour Party LPreg19-324

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
3. Type of Housing. a. HG2. The Plan states the aim that new development should provide the range
of size and type of dwellings that ‘reflect and respond to’ the current and future needs of the District’s
households. However the wording is so weak that it amounts to little more than a hope. It doesn’t even
state what the distribution should be, just refers to the distribution identified in the Strategic Housing
Market Assessment. b. The policy is Not Effective and should be rewritten to include the specific
distribution of size and type required and the commitment to refuse permission for schemes which do
not meet it. c. The policy mentions wheelchair adaptable dwellings and says it will support developments
which have some. It fails to set a target output level and fails to provide any mechanism for ensuring
delivery. This section is therefore Not Effective and should be rewritten to adopt a definite minimum
percentage, of at least 10%, backed up with commitment to refuse permission for schemes which don’t
provide it.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land ( - 1229420)

Comment ID

LPreg19-870

Response Date

17/09/19 16:59

Consultation Point

HG 2: Delivering the Right Type of Homes (View)
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Part 1 Litchfields LPreg19-861.PDF

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
6.2 Draft Policy HG2 seeks to ensure that new residential development provides a mix of dwellings in
terms of size, type and tenure. Part i of the policy requires ‘at least 10% of dwellings are two bedroom
bungalows on major development, as defined by in the ‘glossary’.’ Taylor Wimpey considered that with
the current inclusion of Part i Policy HG2 is not justified or effective and therefore does not meet the
tests of soundness. 6.3 Whilst it is understood that the Strategic Market Housing Assessment (January
2016) identifies a recommended range of housing mix for market and affordable housing, it is unclear
where the evidence is which states that the delivery of bungalows as part of major development was
required to address the need for further two bedroom properties. Furthermore, the policy states that
development should respond to needs identified within the SHMA or successor documents. Clearly,
successor documents could identify a different need and therefore specifically requesting 10% two
bed bungalows could no longer be required, at which point the policy is overall restrictive and will be
out of date. 6.4 As drafted, Policy HG2 seeks to support housing development which delivers a range
of house types and sizes, reflecting the needs identified within the SHMA. The policy also seeks good
quality adaptable housing to meet changing needs over a lifetime. It is considered that the policy is
adequately drafted to support the delivery of smaller homes to meet identified needs without the
requirement for 10% two bedroom bungalows. Furthermore, during the plan period there may not be
a proven demand for bungalows as part of the housing mix. A less prescriptive policy would be
appropriate that provides a degree of flexibility for housing mix to respond to market demand which
would better meet the overall aims of Policy HG2. 6.5 It is therefore considered that Part i should be
removed from Policy HG2 in order for the policy to meet the test of soundness.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Home Builders Federation (HBF) (Mrs Joanne Harding
- 1170475)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1041

Response Date

16/09/19 14:28

Consultation Point

HG 2: Delivering the Right Type of Homes (View)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy HG2 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared or justified for the following
reasons: This policy states that all new residential development should assist in the creation of
sustainable and inclusive communities through the provision of an appropriate mix of dwellings in
terms of size, type and tenure. The HBF understands the need for a mix of dwelling types and is
generally supportive of providing a range and choice of homes to meet the needs of the local area. It
is, however, important that any policy is workable and ensures that housing delivery will not be
compromised or stalled due to overly prescriptive requirements; requiring a mix that does not consider
the scale of the site; or the need to provide additional evidence. The HBF recommends a flexible
approach is taken regarding housing mix which recognises that needs and demand will vary from area
to area and site to site; ensures that the scheme is viable; and provides an appropriate mix for the
location. It is not clear how the Council will apply criteria a and b, again it is considered that the
requirements could be overly onerous and potentially limit delivery of homes. The HBF recommends
that criteria a and b are deleted. The second part of the policy states that ‘proposals for housing
development will be supported where’ and then provides four criteria. It is not entirely clear if this would
mean that development that does not meet these criteria would be refused. But it is assumed it would
be considered contrary to the development plan. Therefore, the HBF have a number of concerns with
the proposed criteria. Part f looks for development to reflect the housing needs as identified in the
SHMA or successor documents. It should be noted that the SHMA or success documents will only
ever form a snapshot in time and may not be up to date or appropriate for the site proposed for
development. It is also not clear if the following line in relation to local housing need or market conditions
is an ‘or’ or an additional requirement. The flexibility the second part of this criterion appears more
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appropriate, providing that the evidence required to support it is not overly onerous. As set out above,
the HBF recommend that this part of the policy is amended to ensure that it is appropriately flexible.
Criteria g requires of all homes to meet the Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS). PPG (ID
56-020) identifies the type of evidence required to introduce such a policy. It states that ‘where a need
for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide justification for
requiring internal space policies. Local planning authorities should take account of the following areas:
• Need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in the
area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, for example, to
consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes. • Viability – the impact of adopting
the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s viability assessment with account taken
of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land supply. Local planning authorities will also need
to consider impacts on affordability where a space standard is to be adopted. • Timing – there may
need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new policy on space standards to
enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into future land acquisitions’. The Council will
need robust justifiable evidence to introduce any of the optional housing standards, based on the
criteria set out above. The HBF consider that standards can, in some instances, have a negative impact
upon viability, increase affordability issues and reduce customer choice. The HBF consider that if the
Government had expected all properties to be built to NDSS that they would have made these standards
mandatory not optional. The HBF do not consider that the Council currently has the evidence to
demonstrate that this standard is necessary and it has not appropriately considered the implications
of introducing such a standard. The HBF considers that the policy should be modified as follows in
order to make the document sound: • The HBF recommend this criterion is deleted. • If the Council
can provide the appropriate evidence, including viability, consideration and this policy is to be retained,
then the HBF recommend that the policy should ensure an appropriate transitional period is included.
Part h looks for all homes to meet building regulation requirement M4(2) across all tenures. It goes on
to require that within a large scale development (defined as 200 or more homes or 4ha or more) a
proportion of homes must meet building regulation requirement M4(3) (wheelchair adaptable dwellings).
The policy does not set out what proportion this should be, although the justification states that this
should be 9% of new market homes and around 30% for affordable homes but it goes on to state that
precise levels of need will vary in response to circumstances at the time a planning application is
determined. It is not clear what these circumstances may be, and whether this proportion is determined
by Council evidence or developer evidence. The HBF is generally supportive of providing homes for
older and disabled persons. However, if the Council wishes to adopt the higher optional standards for
accessible & adaptable homes the Council should only do so by applying the criteria set out in the
PPG. PPG (ID 56-07) identifies the type of evidence required to introduce such a policy, including the
likely future need; the size, location, type and quality of dwellings needed; the accessibility and
adaptability of the existing stock; how the needs vary across different housing tenures; and the overall
viability. It is incumbent on the Council to provide a local assessment evidencing the specific case for
Hambleton which justifies the inclusion of optional higher standards for accessible and adaptable
homes in its Local Plan policy. The HBF considers that the policy should be modified as follows in
order to make the document sound: • The HBF recommend this criterion is deleted. • If the Council
can provide the appropriate evidence, including viability, and this policy is to be included, then the
HBF recommend that the policy should: • take into account site specific factors such as vulnerability
to flooding, site topography and other circumstances which may make the site less suitable for M4(2)
and M4(3) compliant dwellings as set out in PPG; • ensure that if step-free access is not viable that
M4(2) and M4(3) should not be applied; and • ensure an appropriate transitional period is included.
Criteria i requires at least 10% of dwellings are two bedroom bungalows on major developments
(defined as 10 or more homes or an area of 0.5ha or more). It is not clear what the evidence is for this
or how this proportion was determined. The HBF considers that the policy should be modified as follows
in order to make the document sound: • The HBF recommend that criterion i is deleted unless there
is clear evidence that there is a need for this element of the policy and that it is viable. The HBF have
concerns in relation to the viability of these policy requirements, the cumulative impacts of the policy
requirements in the Local Plan and the CIL. It is clear from the Whole Plan Viability Report (June 2019)
that there are issues with a number of brownfield typologies, apartments and allocations. For example,
paragraph 6.37 in relation to Zone 2 states that ‘the results of our testing suggests that at the present
time it may be difficult to achieve 30% affordable housing together with all Local Plan requirements
and CIL’.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See above.

Comment by

CPRE ( - 1226618)

Comment ID

LPreg19-736
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Consultation Point

HG 2: Delivering the Right Type of Homes (View)
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2019-08-20 CPRE LPreg19-438 451 453 454.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The settlement hierarchy as proposed is welcomed by CPRENorthYorkshire and is line with national
policy of directing development to main built up areas, ideally brownfield first prior to greenfield
development. In a similar vein it is considered appropriate to require the delivery of the right mix of
residential units across the district in line with the evidence presented via the Council’s SHMA.
Comment by

Thirsk and Malton Constituency Labour Party (Ms
Mick Johnston - 1225708)

Comment ID

LPreg19-348

Response Date

17/09/19 16:39

Consultation Point

HG 2 Delivering the Right Type of Homes (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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The Plan states that a certain distribution of dwellings size and type is required but does not say what
it is. It also fails to provide a mechanism for delivery of the required size/type distribution. The Plan
calls for set percentages of wheelchair housing in new development but provides no justification for
the targets and no mechanism for ensuring delivery. The Plan is therefore Not Justified and Not Effective
in these regards. See expanded comments below. a. HG2. The Plan states the aim that new
development should provide the range of size and type of dwellings that ‘reflect and respond to’ the
current and future needs of the District’s households. However the wording is so weak that it amounts
to little more than a hope. It doesn’t even state what the distribution should be, just refers to the
distribution identified in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment and in a Supplementary Planning
Document not yet available. b. The policy is Not Effective and should be rewritten to include the specific
distribution of size and type required and the commitment to refuse permission for schemes which do
not meet it. c. The policy mentions wheelchair adaptable dwellings (M4(3)) says it will support
developments which have some and sets a target of 9%b in private secor housing and 30% in affordable
housing. However it fails to provide any justification for these targets or any mechanism for ensuring
they are delivered. This section is therefore Not Justified and Not Effective
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Provide justification and mechanisms for ensuring delivery.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To press the case stated above.
Comment by

Enterpen Ltd ( G Baird - 1025929)

Comment ID

LPreg19-784

Response Date

17/09/19 15:08

Consultation Point

HG 2 Delivering the Right Type of Homes (View)

Status

Processed
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2019-09-17 Enterpen Ltd LPreg19-784.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Commentary: There is a lack of focus on self-build plots, which is a requirement of national planning
policy guidance.
Comment by

Persimmon Homes ( Richard Holland - 1229781)
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HG 2 Delivering the Right Type of Homes (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 Persimmon Homes LPreg19-978.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy HG2 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared or justified for the following
reasons: This policy states that all new residential development should assist in the creation of
sustainable and inclusive communities through the provision of an appropriate mix of dwellings in
terms of size, type and tenure. Persimmon Homes understands the need for a mix of dwelling types
and is generally supportive of providing a range and choice of homes to meet the needs of the local
area. It is, however, important that any policy is workable and ensures that housing delivery will not
be compromised or stalled due to overly prescriptive requirements; requiring a mix that does not
consider the scale of the site; or the need to provide additional evidence. Persimmon Homes
recommends a flexible approach is taken regarding housing mix which recognises that needs and
demand will vary from area to area and site to site; ensures that the scheme is viable; and provides
an appropriate mix for the location. It is not clear how the Council will apply criteria a. and b. again it
is considered that the requirements could be overly onerous and potentially limit delivery of homes.
Persimmon Homes recommends that criteria a and b are deleted. The second part of the policy states
that ‘proposals for housing development will be supported where’ and then provides four criteria. It is
not entirely clear if this would mean that development that does not meet these criteria would be
refused. But it is assumed it would be considered contrary to the development plan. Therefore, the
Persimmon Homes have a number of concerns with the proposed criteria. Part f looks for development
to reflect the housing needs as identified in the SHMA or successor documents. It should be noted
that the SHMA or success documents will only ever form a snapshot in time and may not be up to date
or appropriate for the site proposed for development. It is also not clear if the following line in relation
to local housing need or market conditions is an ‘or’ or an additional requirement. The flexibility the
second part of this criterion appears more appropriate, providing that the evidence required to support
it is not overly onerous. Persimmon Homes recommend that this part of the policy is amended to
ensure that it is appropriately flexible. Criteria g requires of all homes to meet the Nationally Described
Space Standards (NDSS). PPG (ID 56-020) identifies the type of evidence required to introduce such
a policy. It states that ‘where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities
should provide justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning authorities should take
account of the following areas: Need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings
currently being built in the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly
assessed, for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes.Viability
– the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s viability
assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land supply. Local
planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a space standard is to
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be adopted. Timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a
new policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into future
land acquisitions’. The Council will need robust justifiable evidence to introduce any of the optional
housing standards, based on the criteria set out above. Persimmon Homes consider that standards
can, have a negative impact upon viability, increase affordability issues and reduce customer choice,
the impacts of which have not been assessed at all within the available evidence base. In addition no
evidence is provided as to the apparent “need” fro the introduction of this policy. Persimmon Homes
consider that if the Government had expected all properties to be built to NDSS that they would have
made these standards mandatory not optional. Persimmon Homes do not consider that the Council
currently has the evidence to demonstrate that this standard is necessary and it has not appropriately
considered the implications of introducing such a standard. Persimmon Homes considers that the
policy should be modified as follows in order to make the document sound: Persimmon Homes
recommend this criterion is deleted. If the Council can provide the appropriate evidence, including
viability, affordability and need which demonstrates that this policy is robust and as such can be
retained. In that event then Persimmon Homes recommend that the policy should ensure an appropriate
transitional period is included Part h looks for all homes to meet building regulation requirement M4(2)
across all tenures. It goes on to require that within a large scale development (defined as 200 or more
homes or 4ha or more) “a proportion of homes” must meet building regulation requirement M4(3)
(wheelchair adaptable dwellings). The policy does not set out what proportion this should be, although
the justification states that this should be 9% of new market homes and around 30% for affordable
homes but it goes on to state that precise levels of need will vary in response to circumstances at the
time a planning application is determined. It is not clear what these circumstances may be, and whether
this proportion is determined by Council evidence or developer evidence. National planning practice
guidance (PPG ID:008-20160519) sets out that Local Plans must “clearly state what proportion of new
dwellings should comply with the requirements”. This policy at present does not achieve this. Finally
in relation to part M4(3) PPG clearly states in (ID:56-009-20150327) that the requirement should only
be applied “where the LPA is responsible for allocating or nominating a person to live in that dwelling”.
As such its application to new market dwellings cannot be applied. Persimmon Homes is generally
supportive of providing homes for older and disabled persons. However, if the Council wishes to adopt
the higher optional standards for accessible & adaptable homes the Council should only do so by
applying the criteria set out in the PPG. PPG (ID 56-07) identifies the type of evidence required to
introduce such a policy, including the likely future need; the size, location, type and quality of dwellings
needed; the accessibility and adaptability of the existing stock; how the needs vary across different
housing tenures; and the overall viability. It is incumbent on the Council to provide a local assessment
evidencing the specific case for Hambleton which justifies the inclusion of optional higher standards
for accessible and adaptable homes in its Local Plan policy. Persimmon Homes considers that the
policy should be modified as follows in order to make the document sound: Persimmon Homes
recommend this criterion is deleted. If the Council can provide the appropriate evidence, including the
Need and viability, and this policy is to be included, then the Persimmon Homes recommend that the
policy should: take into account site specific factors such as vulnerability to flooding, site topography
and other circumstances which may make the site less suitable for M4(2) and M4(3) compliant dwellings
as set out in PPG; ensure that if step-free access is not viable that M4(2) and M4(3) should not be
applied Criteria i) requires at least 10% of dwellings are two bedroom bungalows on major developments
(defined as 10 or more homes or an area of 0.5ha or more). It is not clear what the evidence is for this
or how this proportion was determined. Persimmon Homes considers that the policy should be modified
as follows in order to make the document sound: Persimmon Homes recommend that criterion i is
deleted unless there is clear evidence that there is a need for this element of the policy and that it is
viable. Persimmon Homes have concerns in relation to the viability of these policy requirements, the
cumulative impacts of the policy requirements in the Local Plan and the CIL. It is clear from the Whole
Plan Viability Report (June 2019) that there are issues with a number of brownfield typologies,
apartments and allocations. For example, paragraph 6.37 in relation to Zone 2 states that ‘the results
of our testing suggests that at the present time it may be difficult to achieve 30% affordable housing
together with all Local Plan requirements and CIL.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Policy seeks to ensure that future developments assist in creating sustainable and inclusive
communities through an appropriate mix of dwelling types and sizes. The Policy outlines proposals
as to how this will be achieved. Our Client objects to the requirement in part (f) of the policy that all
dwellings should meet the Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) as no evidence is provided
to show why this is required. NDSS should only be introduced, where it is clearly evidenced, and a
transition period should be included for those sites that already have an outline consent or where an
application is submitted. Should it be considered that there is sufficient evidence the Policy as drafted
is unsound and should be re-written to include a transitional period. In addition, part (h) of the policy
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requires all homes to meet building regulation M4(2), across all tenures and for large scale developments
(50 units and above) a proportion of M4(3) dwellings must be provided. Our Client objects to this
requirement as we are unaware of any evidence which has been provided by the Council to justify the
specific need for dwellings to be built above the required M4(1) standard. The Council cannot impose
the provision of M4(2) or M4(3) unless there is specific evidence that such provision is required.
Furthermore, paragraph 5.29 of the supporting text states “ currently the proportion for M4(3) should
be 9 % of new market homes and around 30% for afford able homes, but precise levels of need vary
in response to circumstances at the time a planning application is determined .The Council will monitor
requirements and review the percentages as necessary ”. The is an unacceptable approach and does
not provide sufficient certainty to developers who will be bringing forward large scale sites within the
District, and the ability to change the level of provision as the Council see fit is unsound and could
have implications on viability. Our Client objects to the requirements of part (h) of Policy HG2 as it fails
to meet the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the Framework, namely it is not justified
or in accordance with National Planning Policy. Policy HG2 (i) also requires that for major developments,
at least 10% of the dwellings should be two-bedroom bungalows. The supporting text for the Policy
does not provide a specific indication as to why the Council require “ at least 10% ” of properties to be
bungalows ”. There are generic comments about the age of the population increasing, but no evidence
is provided as to why bungalows are required on every site. This part of the Policy should be deleted.
Our Client welcomes the reduction in affordable housing provision in the adopted Core Strategy to
30% as proposed in the emerging Local Plan.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Housing Mix 5.2.1 Policy HG2 defines how homes of the right type are to be delivered in the District
through the Local Plan. Gladman is supportive of the listed aims of the Council as cited by the policy
which include the need for good quality adaptable housing, seek opportunities to meet demand for
self-build, support for specialist accommodation, support for shared accommodation and finally support
for community-led housing schemes. 5.2.2 Gladman is keen to ensure that new homes provided in
the District meet the housing needs of the local community. The role of securing the necessary types
and mix of dwellings as part of this is acknowledged, however the achievement of the SHMA housing
mix will also need to have regard to demand, site specific issues and the type of proposed. The policy
should acknowledge the role that market signals have in illustrating the required housing mix for an
area. Over inflated housing prices for a particular size or type of dwelling may indicate a local shortage
that doesn’t reflect the local position. It is also important to ensure that housing demand is satisfied
through a development, first to ensure stronger delivery rates, and second to ensure that the
development has some effect in addressing local affordability in common with the Local Plan’s
objectives. 5.2.4 Flexibility is also required to account for site specific conditions which, owing to size,
topography, constraints or location, may mean proposals are not able to accommodate some types,
sizes or design requirements of dwellings required by the Council’s policies. Homes for the Elderly
Policy HG2 also sets out the requirement for all homes to be delivered in accordance with M4(2)
standard, and for at least 10% of homes on major developments to be developed as two-bedroom
bungalows. Gladman query whether sufficient evidence exists for either requirement, and whether this
need could not be more appropriately addressed through other means. 5.2.6 PPG is clear that Local
Planning Authorities have the option to set additional technical requirements exceeding the minimum
standards required through building regulations where evidenced9. Accessible and wheelchair housing
standards such as M4(2) and M4(3) is one form of additional technical standard which may be required
where evidenced. PPG sets out how Local Authorities should consider this need and meet it if required
Whilst Gladman acknowledge the need to ensure that homes meet the needs of the entire population,
particularly noting the ageing population, Gladman do not consider the evidence to be sufficient to
support the requirement of Policy HG2 as proposed to apply M4(2) to all dwellings. 5.2.8 No justification
is provided within the supporting text to illustrate the need or demand for this type of standard for new
dwellings to be provided through the Local Plan. It is therefore unclear what proportion of new properties
the Council expects will be occupied by people of this need, the role of existing stock in meeting this
need, or how needs vary across size and tenures of dwellings. A reappraisal of this need, taking into
account the sources of information outlined in PPG should be undertaken by the Council Regardless
of the findings of this assessment, Gladman would not agree with the application of M4(2) to larger
sized dwellings. Where a development includes larger dwellings, such a 4 or 5-bedroom dwellings,
such dwellings are unlikely, given their size, to be suitable for elderly people as this would result in
under occupation and greater living cost. Such dwellings are best suited for families and as a result
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the application of this standard as a requirement is of less relevance for larger dwellings. The
requirement should therefore be only applied to smaller sized dwellings if it is properly evidenced.
Gladman is also unclear as to why the policy sets out a need for 10% of dwellings provided at major
sites to be delivered as two-bedroom bungalows. Based on the allocations made through Policy HG1,
the policy would result in the development of 163 bungalows across the District to 2035. 5.2.11 Whilst
it is acknowledged that the demographic profile of the District is ageing, this trend does not necessarily
translate into a requirement for bungalows to be delivered at major developments. Such sites may be
inappropriate for bungalows to be located. It is also unclear what demand there is for bungalows in
Hambleton. Little account is given to the increasing role and popularity of self-contained extra care
provision which also has a role in meeting this need. Gladman do not consider that this requirement
is justified or based on robust evidence and should be deleted from the Local Plan. In general, Gladman
do not consider there to be sufficient guidance for or role given to extra care accommodation in
addressing the housing needs of existing or future elderly population in provided in the Local Plan.
Such accommodation is often more appropriate in meeting the needs of the elderly, particularly those
in need of specialist care. Extra care accommodation is not always state-led and increasingly is being
delivered by private companies, providing market schemes with associated care packages. Extra care
accommodation has a clear and important role to play in addressing this type of housing need which
should be reflected in the Local Plan. 5.2.13 In response, Gladman consider that the policy should be
revised in its approach towards elderly provision, with the policy reworded as follows: “the provision
for specialist accommodation within major development schemes, inclusive of bungalow or extra-care
facilities will be treated positively by the Council in the planning balance.” The requirement for bungalows
is removed. Self-Build 5.2.14 Finally, for self-build, the Council outline the need for this type of housing
to be considered through the development of major sites. Gladman is concerned with the approach
of the Council for two reasons. 5.2.15 Firstly, is the lack clarity as to how self-build is to be supported
through the delivery of major sites. It is unclear whether this would be a plot-based requirement or
through other means of delivery. It is unclear by what mechanism this might be achieved which could
influence the delivery timescales of the wider development. 5.2.16 Secondly, is that the link made to
major development as fulfilling a role in helping to meet self-build needs is set out in the supporting
text rather than the policy. Gladman consider that this text should be included in the policy to hold any
weight in the decision-making process In general terms, Gladman hold reservations about the need
for and role of major sites in securing self-build homes. It is unclear where the individuals on the
self-build register would wish to live within the District and whether allocated sites align to this pattern,
and further unclear whether those registered would retain their interest in a self-build property if it were
to be located within a major development. This is before issues of practicality of delivery are considered
which may prove to be a barrier to the delivery of the affected allocated site. 5.2.18 Instead, the Council
should just encourage self-build provision at major development sites with this considered in the overall
planning balance. A more effective approach for addressing self-build demand is likely to be through
windfall development.
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2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Policy seeks to provide for specific types of housing, which it suggests are required to meet the
District’s housing requirements in terms of affordability, adaptability and the aging population through
the provision of an appropriate mix of dwellings in terms of size, type and tenure. It is understood that
need for this type of Policy and we are generally supportive of providing a range and choice of homes
to meet the needs of a local area. However, we consider that a flexible approach needs to be taken
with regards to housing mix, which recognises that the mix may vary from area to area and site to site.
In this regard it is not clear how Criterion A and B will be applied. They are considered to be particularly
onerous and should be deleted as they could potentially limit the delivery of homes. Within the second
part of the Policy, it suggests that proposals for housing development will be supported subject to
satisfying the subsequent 4 criteria. This may suggest that proposals which do not meet those
requirements will not be supported. As a consequence we have a number of concerns about these
criteria, in particular with Criterion F. This suggests that development should reflect housing needs
identified in the SHMA or HEDNA documents. It should be noted that at any one moment in time the
SHMAA will be a fixed position for a snapshot in time. The Criteria G requires all homes to meet the
nationally described space standards NDSS. The Planning Practice Guidance (ID56-020) identifies
the type of evidence required to introduce such a Policy. It is considered that in the evidence provided
the Council does not demonstrate the standard of evidence required to make application of the NDSS
mandatory. Our preference would be for Criterion G to be deleted. With regards to Criterion H, this
seeks to ensure all homes meet building regulation requirement M4 (2) across all tenures. Again it is
not clear that the Policy satisfies the necessary evidentiary criteria and we would suggest that whilst
we are supportive of providing such homes, the Council has not demonstrated the necessary evidence.
In the first instance we would suggest that this criterion is deleted. Criterion I requires 10% of dwellings
to be 2 bedroom bungalows in major developments. It is not clear where the evidence for this
requirement has been derived. As such we would suggest that it is deleted unless clear evidence is
provided to the contrary.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The focus of this Policy is to deliver a mix of house types in terms of size, type and tenure to meet the
District’s housing needs. It is noted that in the main the Policy does not impose any specific housing
mix requirements/thresholds on development schemes, which our Client supports. Instead, new
residential schemes should respond to housing needs and market demand at the time based on the
latest available “need” evidence (albeit we do dispute the reference in paragraph 5.26 of the need for
2 and 3 bedroom homes). This includes the Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment as a
starting point; naturally, this will have a shelflife during the course of the Plan period and will therefore
require a commitment from the Council to review and update this at set intervals. Our Client’s main
point of contention relates to Part (i) of the Policy which seeks the delivery of at least 10% of dwellings
as two-bedroom bungalows on a major development site (schemes of 10 dwellings or more). It is
unclear why “two-bedroom” bungalows are specifically mentioned given that paragraph 5.26 refers to
the “urgent need for smaller and more affordable dwellings” which presumably also includes 1 and 3
bedroom properties. This is a potentially large number of dwellings, particularly given that bungalows
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typically take up a larger land area than a standard two-storey dwelling. It is unclear whether this would
also apply to major development schemes for 100% affordable housing, and or apartments, where
such a requirement would likely prove unfeasible. This in turn has the potential to not only impact on
the viability and marketability of schemes, but also Site capacity. As drafted, the Policy current lacks
flexibility (i.e. there should be an evidenced need for such provision in each location) and our Client
objects accordingly. In respect of Part (h) of the Policy (Building Regulation requirements M4(2) and
M4(3), the Council should satisfy itself that this requirement (which is additional to the Nationally
Described Space Standards) has been fully and comprehensively viability tested (including the
thresholds set out in paragraph 5.29) as it evidently has the potential to impact on the viability of
residential schemes. This will be an important consideration as part of the Plan’s soundness.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our Client objects to NDSS as no evidence is provided to show why this is required. NDSS should
only be introduced, where it is clearly evidenced, and a transition period should be included for those
sites that already have an outline consent or where an application is submitted. Should it be considered
that there is sufficient evidence the policy as drafted is unsound and should be re-written to include a
transitional period. Our Client also objects to the requirement for 10% of all homes to be two bedroom
bungalows on major developments. The Policy should allow flexibility and be based on evidence and
needs assessments, together with an assessment of individual sites and local characteristics.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr B Tweddle (1229016)

Comment ID

LPreg19-800

Response Date

17/09/19 10:44

Consultation Point

HG 2 Delivering the Right Type of Homes (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 East Cowton_redacted LPreg19-796.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our Client objects to Nationally Designated Space Standards (NDSS) as no evidence is provided to
show why this is required. NDSS should only be introduced, where it is clearly evidenced, and a
transition period should be included for those sites that already have an outline consent or where an
application is submitted. Should it be considered that there is sufficient evidence the policy as drafted
is unsound and should be re-written to include a transitional period. Our Client also objects to the
requirement for 10% of all homes to be two bedroom bungalows on major developments. The Policy
should allow flexibility and be based on evidence and needs assessments, together with an assessment
of individual sites and local characteristics.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We consider Policy HG1 Housing delivery is unsound as it fails to make adequate provision to meet
housing needs in Stokesley over the plan period. As a result, the Plan will be ineffective and contrary
to national policy. Stokesley is a sustainable Market Town and the largest settlement with the greatest
range of services and community facilities in the Stokesley sub area of Hambleton District. Residents
of a large number of smaller settlements also rely on Stokesley for a large proportion of their everyday
needs. The Publication Draft Local Plan seeks to allocate just one site in Stokesley (105 units) and
one other site in Gt Ayton (30 units) to meet anticipated future housing needs in this part of Hambleton
until 2035. We do not object to either of these allocations but do not consider, even taking into account
existing commitments in the town, that they will meet all future housing needs in the Stokesley Sub-Area.
The Plan will there not be effective. As a result the Local Plan needs to allocate additional housing
land in Stokesley to meet future housing needs both in numerical terms and in terms of the range and
mix of dwellings that needs to come forward over the next 15 years to address all sectors of housing
needs and especially accommodation suitable for the increasing proportion of elderly residents in the
town and the District as a whole. The need for a greater range and type of housing is acknowledged
in Policy HG2 Delivering the Right Type of Homes and its supporting justification. Para 5.25 for example
states that: “The district has an ageing population that is increasing year on year; there is expected to
be a 83% increase in the number of residents aged over 75 by 2035. Conversely, there is expected
to be a significant decline in the number of younger and middle-aged residents, including a 25.4%
decrease in residents aged 45 to 59 by 2035. Under the sub-heading ‘Specialist Housing’ Paras 5.31
and 5.32 also state: ‘5.31 The number of older people living in Hambleton is increasing as more people
are living longer. Although census data suggests that many people are healthy and active, inevitably
as people live longer they face increasing health problems and higher levels of disability, including
conditions such as dementia, that may require specialist housing and/ or nursing care. There are a
number of existing models aimed at meeting the housing needs of the older population. Some, such
as extra care facilities, are available to people with some degree of care need, whereas other forms,
for example, retirement housing, involve specifically designed accommodation.’ ‘5.32 At the other end
of the age scale, young professional people are finding it increasingly difficult to afford to live
independently, which adversely impacts the local jobs market. Support will be given to development
proposals which aim to provide accommodation for multiple occupation by young, working people.’
Current commitments all propose conventional mass market housing development in locations that
are some distance from the Town Centre and available facilities.This peripheral pattern of development
is replicated with the proposed large-scale housing allocation in Stokesley (STK1). If issues relating
to the delivery of specialist housing identified above are to be proactively addressed then there is a
need to promote other smaller sites, better suited in scale and locational terms to the needs of the end
user. In direct response to this issue we consider that the Draft Local Plan should allocate land at
Levenside (see Figure 1 overleaf) [see attached submission] for housing development. Further details
about the site, its accessibility and suitability/deliverability for development for a wide range of house
types in contained in the accompanying Site Assessment Document. Its allocation for development is
justified, will be effective in meeting a mix of general and specialist housing needs over the Plan period
not being met by other commitments/ allocations and accords with national planning guidance. It is
further noted that this part of Stokesley is already a popular housing location for older people with the
Broadacres bungalows nearby and the majority of dwellings in Leven Mews having been sold to older/
disabled buyers. In addition to new build on the Union Mill/Levenside site helping to meet specialist
housing needs there is also the potential to covert the Union Mill itself to sheltered accommodation.
Together these developments would provide the critical mass to deliver a more comprehensive range
of services aimed at meeting the needs of the older population. [see attached map in full representation
and site assessment]
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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2019-09-17 Aiskew Farm_redacted LPreg19-877.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our Client objects to National Described Space Standards (NDSS) as no evidence is provided to show
why this is required. NDSS should only be introduced, where it is clearly evidenced, and a transition
period should be included for those sites that already have an outline consent or where an application
is submitted. Should it be considered that there is sufficient evidence the policy as drafted is unsound
and should be re-written to include a transitional period. Our Client also objects to the requirement for
10% of all homes to be two bedroom bungalows on major developments. The Policy should allow
flexibility and be based on evidence and needs assessments, together with an assessment of individual
sites and local characteristics.
Comment by

Messers L & M Faulkner (1049771)

Comment ID

LPreg19-754
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Response Date

16/09/19 09:55

Consultation Point

HG 2 Delivering the Right Type of Homes (View)
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Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 Brafferton Manor Farm_redacted
LPreg19-749.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our Client objects to Nationally Designated Space Standards (NDSS) as no evidence is provided to
show why this is required. NDSS should only be introduced, where it is clearly evidenced, and a
transition period should be included for those sites that already have an outline consent or where an
application is submitted. Should it be considered that there is sufficient evidence the policy as drafted
is unsound and should be re-written to include a transitional period. Our Client also objects to the
requirement for 10% of all homes to be two bedroom bungalows on major developments. The Policy
should allow flexibility and be based on evidence and needs assessments, together with an assessment
of individual sites and local characteristics.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Comment by

Mary Fisher (1027547)

Comment ID

LPreg19-809

Response Date

17/09/19 13:58

Consultation Point

HG 2 Delivering the Right Type of Homes (View)
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Version
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Files

2019-09-17 Mary Fisher-Shipton_redacted
LPreg19-804.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our Client objects to Nationally Designated Space Standards (NDSS) as no evidence is provided to
show why this is required. NDSS should only be introduced, where it is clearly evidenced, and a
transition period should be included for those sites that already have an outline consent or where an
application is submitted. Should it be considered that there is sufficient evidence the policy as drafted
is unsound and should be re-written to include a transitional period. Our Client also objects to the
requirement for 10% of all homes to be two bedroom bungalows on major developments. The Policy
should allow flexibility and be based on evidence and needs assessments, together with an assessment
of individual sites and local characteristics.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1026

Response Date

17/09/19 16:04

Consultation Point

HG 2 Delivering the Right Type of Homes (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version
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Files

2019-09-17 Litchfields Taylor Wimpey_redacted
LPreg19-1017.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Taylor Wimpey agrees with draft Policy HG2 seeking new residential development to provide an
appropriate mix of housing. As part of this, the policy states that a range of house types and sizes
should be included, that reflect and respond to the existing and future needs of the district’s households
as identified in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) or successor documents. The
masterplan included at Annex 2 demonstrates how Taylor Wimpey’s site at Alne Road is able to comply
with this policy – insofar as it relates to Easingwold - providing a range of 2-4 bed houses and bungalows
that can help meet the identified local housing needs.
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Comment by

Trustees of The Lady Milnes Coates June 1987
Settlement (1227682)

Comment ID

LPreg19-662

Response Date

17/09/19 15:30

Consultation Point

HG 2 Delivering the Right Type of Homes (View)

Status
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Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 Lady Milnes Coates Settlement.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Trustees support the promotion of self and custom build homes, in line with national guidance,
and also the promotion of development of community-led schemes. The Trustees are actively engaged
with the local community within Helperby, and as further discussed at Section 6, the needs of the
community can be accommodated within any scheme on Land at West and South of Balk Avenue,
Back Lane, should it be allocated.
Comment by

Community First Yorkshire (Mrs Caroline O'Neill 1224989)

Comment ID

LPreg19-228

Response Date

12/09/19 18:27
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Consultation Point

5.32 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.5

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Planning strategically to align with key housing market and census data information and provides a
consistent base for deriving a rural/urban housing requirement figure, local plan target and provide
the basis for monitoring delivery. Within the planning it is important to take note of the challenges of
meeting a new mix of housing needs, to address the sustainability challenges that arise from an ageing
population. As well as the more appropriate housing for older and for people needing particular
adaptions. Accommodation in local market towns for Apprentices and other young people, would
provide local businesses with young labour. Small developments of apartments, 4-6 in size, similar to
student accommodation would help retain young people in the area and provide the necessary
accommodation for young people to move more easily to where there is work and reduce the need
for transport. The size of developments also need to give consideration to developers, large
developments can disadvantage development by SME builders and will undermine the ability of villages
to grow and increase in inclusivity. To do this a more strategic led approach to supporting villages and
edge of town communities is needed to help communities grow and thrive. Developments including
assessment of leisure, health and community activities, within an overall planning framework are
welcomed. Public and community assets must be sufficient to support population growth and encourage
a diverse demographic make-up.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Planning will include assessment of leisure, health and community activities, within an overall planning
framework. The assessment will consider the mix of public and community assets, to ensure they are
sufficient to support population growth and encourage a diverse demographic make-up. Where assets
and access to services is not sufficient, planning priorities will include development of wider facilities
and services.

The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Community First Yorkshire (Mrs Caroline O'Neill 1224989)

Comment ID

LPreg19-229

Response Date

12/09/19 18:31

Consultation Point

5.33 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.5

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Community Led Housing in Hambleton has the potential to grow, community awareness still has
someway to go to be more fully understood and interest generated to take schemes forward. This
approach fits well into the national Civil Society Strategy produced by the Government which puts
communities at the heart of locality planning and through the engagement of civil society sets out an
expectation of increased local 'ownership' and engagement in sustaining strong communities. l
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Awareness of Community Led Housing and its benefits to communities will be increased. The District
Council will look at incentivising communities to adopt these approaches and provide support for
community engagement, development and work with developers to put forward plans for sustainable
housing.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Church Commissioners for England ( - 1049922)

Comment ID

LPreg19-947
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HG 3: Affordable Housing Requirements (View)
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2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Written
Representation
2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Form
LPreg19-941

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
It is identified within emerging Policy HG3 (‘Affordable Housing Requirements’) that the Council will
seek the provision of 30% affordable housing, unless the proposal is for 9 units or fewer, or has a
combined floorspace of no more than 1,000 square metres or is for 4 units or fewer and is located
within a parish defined as a designated rural area. The figures within the policy are not consistent with
the figures within the supporting text at paragraph 5.41 of the Publication Draft where, the threshold
for designated rural areas is identified as 5 units or less. The requirement should be clarified in order
to ensure that this policy is justified and effective.The HEDNA suggests that the Council should consider
seeking 10% of all housing to be affordable home ownership products and that subject to viability, the
Council should be seeking to provide additional rented housing (20% minimum). The emerging policy
expects development to provide a mix of affordable tenures consisting of one third each of affordable
rented, social rented and intermediate dwellings or other types of affordable home ownership. The
supporting justification text to the policy states at paragraph 5.42 that “an alternative mix may be
supported where there is evidence that the proposal will meeting local housing need”, this is not
reflected within the wording of the policy. The most appropriate split in tenure will vary depending on
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each settlement and their particular needs (rather than relying on a district-wide figure). To ensure
consistency throughout the Plan and crucially allow for a degree of flexibility to prevent housing delivery
from becoming stalled, tenure split should not be included or if it is, it should be indicative, allowing
for flexibility and the effective implementation of the policy. It is also recommended that the wording
of the emerging policy is reviewed so that it is positively prepared. Currently the policy includes the
following: “Planning permission will be refused for proposals where it appears that a larger site has
been sub-divided into smaller parcels in order to avoid developer contributions for affordable housing”
Such wording is not positively prepared and is therefore currently unsound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Church Commissioners for England have significant landholdings within Hambleton, particularly
around Northallerton.The emerging Local Plan, in particular emerging allocation NOR1 (which currently
contains significant drafting errors), directly impacts upon our Client’s interests. In light of this and in
order to ensure that a sound Plan is prepared, the Commissioner’s wish to take part in future Hearing
sessions.
Comment by

Labour Party (Mr Mark White - 1225492)

Comment ID

LPreg19-531

Response Date

17/09/19 17:03

Consultation Point

HG 3: Affordable Housing Requirements (View)
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Files

2019-09-17 Labour Party LPreg19-324

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
4. Affordable Housing. a. The York, North Yorkshire and East Riding Regional Housing Strategy
identified a substantial shortage of affordable housing across the region and called for a tripling of the
output of affordable housing. A Shelter report identified Hambleton as a ‘black spot’ for first time buyers
with only 2.6% of housing affordable to first time buyers on local pay levels. The Plan itself identifies
lack of affordable housing as a key issue and cites young families being forced out of the district
because they can’t afford a home in it. b. And yet the Council has progressively reduced its assessment
of need for affordable housing from 109 per annum or 43% of total output in the 2007 Local Development
Framework, to 69 per annum or 33% of total need in the 2016 Assessment of Need to 55 per annum
or 17.5% of total need in the current one. There are serious flaws in the latest technical assessment
of the need for affordable housing in the failure to take account of the ongoing incidence of
homelessness, which is around at least 100 per annum and the failure to even mention the fact that
the waiting list has been rising steadily since 2014 and reached 1,224 in the last published figures.
There are also policy deficiencies in the methodology which spreads the meeting of current need over
21 years and raises the definition of affordability from 30% of household income to 40%.The assessment
of need for affordable housing needs to be radically reviewed before the plan can go forward. c. Based
on this reduced assessment of need for affordable housing the proposed plan has reduced the previous
requirement in the Council’s Local Development Framework for 40% to 50% of dwellings on new sites
of over 15 dwellings to be affordable down to just 30%. In our view the plan is not Sound in that the
justification of the reduced affordable housing output requirement is seriously flawed. d. It would also
appear that the Plan does not meet the Legal Compliance requirement under the Localism Act 2011
Duty to Co-operate in that it does not mention the York, North Yorkshire and East Riding Housing
Board and does not comply with the requirement of it Housing Strategy that the output of affordable
housing should be tripled. e. Even given the Plan’s reduced aims for affordable housing the Delivery
Plan fails to ensure delivery. It offers no plan for ensuring that even the reduced output is delivered
and no plan for dealing with the ‘viability’ ploy which enabled the developer at Sowerby Gateway to
completely avoid the affordability requirement.The Plan is therefore Not Effective because it incorporates
no mechanism to ensure it is delivered. f. The Affordable Housing sections of the Plan should be
referred back g. With a view to substantially increasing the output targets, in line with the YNYER
Housing Strategy, and to incorporate mechanisms which ensure that the affordable housing targets
are actually met.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Linden Homes ( David Hill - 1229520)

Comment ID

LPreg19-907

Response Date

17/09/19 16:35

Consultation Point

HG 3: Affordable Housing Requirements (View)
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Email
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Files

2019-09-17 Linden Homes LPreg19-905.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Looking more specifically at affordable housing needs. The 2018 Housing and Economic Development
Needs Assessment identifies a net need for 55 affordable homes per annum in Hambleton for the
2016-35 period and that there remains a clear need to deliver as much affordable housing as is viably
possible within the context of existing policy. As stated above, by virtue of their size and role in the
District, Thirsk and Northallerton are the settlements in the District which have the highest affordable
housing needs. A need which will simply not be met through the committed development sites or
proposed allocations. The development of our site can make a positive contribution to meeting these
needs. As the Council are aware, we are one of the two developers who are delivering the remaining
parcels of the Sowerby Gateway development site, alongside Taylor Wimpey. Due to substantial
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infrastructure costs associated with the outline planning approval at the site (largely linked to the new
junction with the A168) there is the real prospect that no affordable homes will be delivered within the
remaining development parcels. Should this occur, then the two proposed allocations will be the only
real source of affordable homes in the Town up to 2035. Based on the emerging policy, these sites
will deliver a total of 48 affordable homes, which equates to an average of just 3 affordable homes a
year over the 15-year Local Plan period 2020 to 2035. Accordingly, the delivery of a further 45 affordable
homes from our site alone would make a significant contribution to meeting the identified affordable
housing needs of the Thirsk area. All of which will be delivered within the first 5 years of the Local Plan
period. Additional housing allocations are therefore needed in Thirsk to accelerate the delivery of the
Town’s market and affordable housing needs over the emerging Local Plan period. More widely,
delivery of affordable housing appears to be a key issue in Hambleton as we are aware that a number
of sites, including those at Furlong Park and Selby Gate, have not delivered any affordable housing.
Comment by
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Part 1 Litchfields LPreg19-861.PDF

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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6.6 Taylor Wimpey welcomes the general reduction in the affordable housing requirement contained
within the adopted Core Strategy and considers that this better reflects local viability evidence. 6.7
However, it is important to stress the importance of flexibility in the application of this policy in maximising
the delivery of affordable housing across the district. For example, there may be cases where a lower
proportion of affordable housing is proposed, but the affordable houses are provided at a greater level
of discount to registered social landlords. This is helpful in instances where registered providers have
been initially unwilling to take on the affordable housing at the set discounted market value, but were
able to do so once such flexibility was factored in. 6.8 Part (c) of the draft policy states that affordable
housing provision will be expected to provide a mix of tenures, subject to identified need, consisting
of one third each of: i affordable rented; ii social rented; and iii intermediate dwellings (shared ownership)
or other types of affordable home ownership; 6.9 Although it is noted that the policy does allow a
deviation from this mix where it can be demonstrated that it would make a scheme unviable, or where
it does not reflect local needs, Taylor Wimpey considers that a more appropriate target mix would be
50% affordable rented or social rented, and 50% intermediate. It is suggested that this policy is amended
to reflect this mix.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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2019-09-17 Easingwold Town Council
LPreg19-656_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Affordable, Social & Residential Homes: Easingwold Town Council is very concerned about the
availability of affordable and shared purchase homes etc within the community. The demographic
analysis above shows that these are needed to enable our young people to stay in our community,
thrive and build families. At the same time Easingwold needs more, smaller homes and bungalows
that help an aging population downsize and release larger accommodation to families. Plus, we will
need places for people to live when they can no longer cope with independent living. Demand for
affordable homes in Easingwold is high and rising (see Appendix 1: Easingwold & Rural Villages
Affordable Housing Demand – May 2019). As we write we have 38 new affordable homes becoming
available in the developments underway with 200 wanting them and the queue rising also with many
more trapped in existing homes and receiving reduced benefits due to bedroom tax, who cannot escape
by downsizing. Within the plan there is only the EAS1 development of 125 homes available. The plan
proposes a yield of 30% - so we will have 41 new homes being built under the plan. Our calculations
suggest that a 30% provision across HDC as a whole will clear the current waiting list district-wide
after 19 years. ETC believes that with a higher need and lower build in Easingwold, a balance between
need and demand will not only never happen, but that the deficit will continue to widen rapidly. Should
the draft local plan become the reality, then the dwellings diversity in the town will be fixed from 2022
until 2035. All available sites have their planning permission granted; most are being built. Only the
Jomast site on York Road and EAS1 can deliver any flexibility; but even then, adjustments on these
sites may well be resisted on viability or other grounds. Because of the current, intense development,
Easingwold is going to have to wait until around 2023-4 to see what overall housing demand looks
like after current developments wash through and the town begins to adapt to its new size. When this
has happened, it seems highly likely that the plan will fail Easingwold’s housing needs for remainder
of the plan, because no further phased development envelope is planned for. The harsh realities of
the free-market and rising house prices may well deal with this shortfall in the private housing market.
Even though, that will simply exacerbate the difficulties being experienced in retaining the vibrancy
and economic viability of the town. For affordable and social homes it will not work and a better and
longer-term solution will be needed. So, whilst recognising the district-wide assessments, we are
concerned about their application locally. As described above, Easingwold is in need of many more
affordable and smaller homes to accommodate its natural demographic changes. The die is largely
already cast for Easingwold up to 2022. What happens in the period after this development finalises
and all the local opportunities are filled? What about our local people and their housing needs? For
example, young graduates aged 22 in 2022 will be 35 at the end of the plan. Are we to give them little
hope of a home of their own or starting a family? That would be inadequate planning and wholly unfair!
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Files

2019-09-17 land off Station Road LPreg19-857.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our Client welcomes the reduction in affordable housing provision in the adopted Core Strategy to
30% as proposed in the emerging Local Plan.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
CPRENorthYorkshire welcomes the Council’s recognition in Policy HG3 that salami-slicing of large
sites is not appropriate and should not be encouraged by way of avoiding the provision of affordable
units and supports the Council’s intentions. The supporting text to the policy, sets out at paragraph
5.47 that where it has been deemed appropriate to permit a scheme with a lower that 30% provision
of affordable units (in exceptional cases and where fully justified) the Council reserves the right to
reappraise viability on sites in such cases where subsequent phases of large schemes are proposed;
or where implementation is delayed and house prices have increased. This caveat is fully supported
by CPRENorthYorkshire. It is essential that rural affordability is met in order to allow those people who
wish to remain in the district to be able to do so, especially those in low-wage or seasonal employment
such as agriculture or the visitor economy which are so vital to the rural district.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy HG3 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared or justified for the following
reasons: Policy HG3 proposes an affordable housing rate of 30% across new allocations and windfall
sites subject to the other wording within that same policy. It appears from the evidence base and
supporting text that the main justification of this rate is actually that the underlying viability assessment
has demonstrated that up to 30% affordable housing rate can be supported. The above however is
directly contradicted by the stated affordable housing need, described in paragraph 5.10 of the draft
plan. In this paragraph it mentions a need identified in the HEDNA of 55pa which equates to 1045
across the 21 year plan however this looks like it should actually be 1155 units (55 x 21) if calculated
correctly. Then taking away the completed and committed affordable dwellings this total requirement
comes down to 110 not the stated figure of 318. Notwithstanding the above errors identified, the
versatility of this policy will only apply to newly allocate or windfall housing sites, meaning that it can
only be attributed to delivery of your new allocations which are bought forward under policy HG1. As
such to understand what the need percentage is it should be distributed between your allocated housing
numbers under policy HG1. This policy seeks to positively allocate a minimum of 1584 dwellings but
may be as high as 1899 if we include the “Gross figure”. With this in mind the actual affordable housing
need calculation above equates to between 5-20% depending on which figure we use, the below table
shows how that is calculated. [see attached submission for table] Based upon the above it is our view
that the only justified affordable housing rate for policy HG3 would be 5% or 6% based upon your
actual affordable need. The impact of viability in this instance is irrelevant given that you only need to
achieve the delivery of 110 units across the plan period. Affordable Housing Mix Paragraphs 5.40 –
5.42 set out the Council’s intentions regarding the proposed affordable housing mix coming out of the
above requirement for 30%. Notwithstanding our above objection to the principle of the 30% “need”
this proposed mix does not meet with the NPPF or NPPG guidance which requires a minimum of 10%
affordable housing units to be available for “affordable home ownership” something which is not
expressly allowed for in the text. Furthermore given the suggested changes above to the policy it is
considered that this will form a larger proportion of the requirement for affordable as such is very
important to include. Regardless of the above the text will require changing to reflect the NPPF. Transfer
Prices: Paragraph 5.43 sets out the intention of the Council to continue to appropriate a minimum price
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or Transfer Price for affordable housing being delivered within the Borough. It states the reason for
this being to “ensure that homes are affordable to local people in housing need in perpetuity” however
this practice has no direct bearing on the unit prices at point of rent and only effects units being delivered
by Registered Providers. The only demonstrable effect that this policy objective has is to render
schemes much less viable. S106 agreements contain all the required legal securities to ensure that
affordable housing is maintained as such in perpetuity and their disposal to a registered provider is on
the basis of these agreements. Furthermore given the registered providers are beholden to both the
Council and Homes England their rental values are set by the local mean value meaning that they are
always and will remain to achieve affordable rents within the set area Persimmon Homes considers
that the policy should be modified as follows in order to make the document sound: Persimmon Homes
recommend that the figures are clarified and the correct affordable housing “need” be included as the
target affordable housing figure (5% or 6%) The supporting text be amended to include express linkage
to the NPPF affordable ownership requirements as well as include for the delivery of “Starter Homes”.
Production of evidence relating to the need and justification of Transfer Prices as well as its direct
effect on site viability and deliverability. Removal of any reference of Transfer Prices within the
supporting text.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Thirsk and Malton Constituency Labour Party (Ms
Mick Johnston - 1225708)

Comment ID

LPreg19-350

Response Date

17/09/19 16:54

Consultation Point

HG 3 Affordable Housing Requirements (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.5

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Plan proposes a level of need for affordable housing which is lwer than previous estimates,
depends on questionable technical assumptions and disregards the available evidence on homelessness
and the waiting list for socvial housing. It is therefgore Not Justified. It does not appear to refer to the
York , North Yorkshire and East Riding Housin Board and its Housing Strategy which call sfor a tripling
of the output of affordable housing and theref ore fails in its Statutory duty to to Co-operate. It also
lacks mechanisms for ensuring the delivery of affordable housing. It is therefore Not Effective. See
expande case below. 4. Affordable Housing. a. The York, North Yorkshire and East Riding Regional
Housing Strategy identified a substantial shortage of affordable housing across the region and called
for a tripling of the output of affordable housing. A Shelter report identified Hambleton as a ‘black spot’
for first time buyers with only 2.6% of housing affordable to first time buyers on local pay levels. The
Plan itself identifies lack of affordable housing as a key issue and cites young families being forced
out of the district because they can’t afford a home in it. b. And yet the Council has progressively
reduced its assessment of need for affordable housing from 109 per annum or 43% of total output in
the 2007 Local Development Framework, to 69 per annum or 33% of total need in the 2016 Assessment
of Need to 55 per annum or 17.5% of total need in the current one. There are serious flaws in the latest
technical assessment of the need for affordable housing in the failure to take account of the ongoing
incidence of homelessness, which is around at least 100 per annum and the failure to even mention
the fact that the waiting list has been rising steadily since 2014 and reached 1,224 in the last published
figures. There are also policy deficiencies in the methodology which spreads the meeting of current
need over 21 years and raises the definition of affordability from 30% of household income to 40%.
The assessment of need for affordable housing needs to be radically reviewed before the plan can go
forward. c. Based on this reduced assessment of need for affordable housing the proposed plan has
reduced the previous requirement in the Council’s Local Development Framework for 40% to 50% of
dwellings on new sites of over 15 dwellings to be affordable down to just 30%. In our view the plan is
not Sound in that the justification of the reduced affordable housing output requirement is seriously
flawed. d. It would also appear that the Plan does not meet the Legal Compliance requirement under
the Localism Act 2011 Duty to Co-operate in that it does not mention the York, North Yorkshire and
East Riding Housing Board and does not comply with the requirement of it Housing Strategy that the
output of affordable housing should be tripled. e. Even given the Plan’s reduced aims for affordable
housing the Delivery Plan fails to ensure delivery. It offers no plan for ensuring that even the reduced
output is delivered and no plan for dealing with the ‘viability’ ploy which enabled the developer at
Sowerby Gateway to completely avoid the affordability requirement. The Plan is therefore Not Effective
because it incorporates no mechanism to ensure it is delivered. f. The Affordable Housing sections of
the Plan should be referred back g. With a view to substantially increasing the output targets, in line
with the YNYER Housing Strategy, and to incorporate mechanisms which ensure that the affordable
housing targets are actually met.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Increase the affordable housing targets and provide mechanisms to ensure delivery.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To press the case outlined above
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2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Within this Policy the Council seeks to maximise the delivery of affordable housing across the Plan
area there is concern with this wording as it may suggest that the Council is seeking to seek a proportion
over and above the requirement. Whilst we do not dispute the need for affordable housing across the
District and in particular, certain rural settlements, it is important that the Policy is consistent with the
Framework where the affordable housing policies must not only take account of need, but also viability.
As set out in our response to HG2 there are some concerns in regard the viability and in particular,
the cumulative impacts of Policy requirements in the Local Plan and CIL. It is considered that further
consideration should be given to the viability of the affordable housing requirements.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy HG3 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared or justified for the following
reasons: This policy seeks to maximise the delivery of affordable housing in order to meet identified
requirements. The HBF are concerned in relation to the use of the word ‘maximise’, which gives a
suggestion that the Council may seek a proportion over and above the requirement. The policy states
that on all developments for new market housing, the Council will seek the provision of 30% affordable
housing on sites of 10 or more dwellings or 5 or more in designated rural areas. The policy sets out
the types of affordable housing to be provided as 1/3 of each affordable rented, social rented and
intermediate dwellings. It also provides a viability clause. The HBF does not dispute the need for
affordable housing within Hambleton and indeed supports the need to address the affordable housing
requirements of the borough. The HEDNA (June 2018) identifies a need for 55 affordable homes per
annum in Hambleton. It is not clear however, how this requirement has led to the requirement for 30%
affordable homes on sites of 10 or more homes, this proportion potentially appears to be over and
above the identified need. The NPPF is, however, clear that the derivation of affordable housing policies
must not only take account of need but also viability. As set out in response to Policy HG2 that HBF
has concerns in relation to the viability of this policy, the cumulative impacts of the policy requirements
in the Local Plan and the CIL. The Whole Plan Viability Report (June 2019) identifies that there are
issues with a number of brownfield typologies, apartments and allocations. The HBF have concerns
that this policy will lead to the non-delivery of homes in the Borough. It should be noted that Paragraph
34 of the NPPF (2019) establishes the importance of viability to ensure that development identified in
the Plan should not be subject to such scale of obligations and policy burden that their ability to be
delivered might be threatened. The HBF considers that the policy should be modified as follows in
order to make the document sound: • Further consideration is given to o the proportion of affordable
homes required to meet the identified needs’ and o the viability of the affordable housing requirements.
Comment by
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2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Policy sets out the Council’s requirement for 30% affordable housing provision on sites of 10 or
more dwellings, and which will remain affordable in perpetuity. Schemes are required to deliver a mix
of tenures, subject to identified need, consisting of one third each of affordable rent, social rent, and
intermediate dwellings. Whilst our Client has no objection to this approach, which has been informed
by an up-to-date Whole Plan Viability Assessment consistent with the Planning Practice Guidance, it
is considered that more flexibility should be built into Part (c) of the Policy to allow for a relaxation of
the tenure mix taking account of identified localised needs (including waiting list data etc) which can
change over time during the Plan period. Our Client has no objection to the “pepper-potting” of affordable
homes across a site; however, whilst Part (d) of the Policy refers to “small clusters” it does not stipulate
how many dwellings in a “cluster” would be acceptable. It is considered that an indicative figure should
be provided, informed by discussions with affordable housing Providers who typically seek to avoid
low dwelling “clusters” for management purposes. Our Client has no objection to the design requirement
for affordable homes set out in Part (e) of the Policy. Furthermore, our Client supports the recognition
within the Policy that the delivery of affordable housing can impact on the viability of schemes (along
with other factors). Accordingly, it is appropriate and welcomed that the Policy makes provision for a
reduced quantum of affordable housing to be provided where a reduction is justified and demonstrated
through viability evidence.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Enterpen Ltd ( G Baird - 1025929)

Comment ID

LPreg19-785

Response Date

17/09/19 15:10

Consultation Point

HG 3 Affordable Housing Requirements (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-17 Enterpen Ltd LPreg19-785.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Commentary: if the spatial strategy focusses principally on growth and provision of affordable housing
on large sites in key market towns, inter alia because it is an “easier solution”, services villages and
larger villages will increasingly become places for old people. The current plan is unsound in this
respect because there should be a more equitable spread of affordable, low cost and starter homes
“across the piste” to avert the problem of an ageing population more generally across Hambleton; it
isn’t sound to tackle the problem in certain locations only when a wider need clearly exists and can be
delivered with greater effort and imagination.
Comment by

Daniel Gath Homes (Mr Daniel Gath - 1025314)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1003

Response Date

17/09/19 13:35

Consultation Point

HG 3 Affordable Housing Requirements (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7
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Files

2019-09-17 Daniel Gath Homes 1_redacted
LPreg19-1001.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support the principles of Policy HG 3 which seek to provide affordable housing through the
development of sites across the plan area and consider that the provision of 30% affordable housing
on qualifying development is reasonable, where the viability of a particular development is not
compromised by such provision. The viability of development proposals, and their ability to make a
contribution towards affordable housing, is therefore acknowledged by the policy. Establishing a
district-wide level of contribution helps to simplify requirements for affordable housing in developments
and gives further certainty to developers. Notwithstanding the above, we would strongly object to part
b. of the policy which proposes to set a lower threshold of ‘4 units or fewer’ within designated rural
areas. The proposed lower threshold of ‘4 units or fewer’ within designated rural areas is at odds with
the supporting text at paragraph 5.41 of the Plan which indicates that the lower threshold for the
provision of affordable housing is to be set at ‘5 units or fewer’. It is therefore unclear whether reference
to ‘4 units or fewer’ is a simple typographical error that can be simply corrected. We would have no
objections to an exemption threshold of ‘5 units or fewer’ since this is consistent with the Council’s
current approach towards the provision of affordable housing on small sites in designated rural areas
under the current Interim Policy Guidance. This threshold followed was supported in previous advice
within the Planning Practice Guidance. The IPG has been very successful in delivering much needed
housing in rural villages, providing additional support to local businesses and helping to ensure the
viability of key local services. It has also delivered new homes for local people where there has been
an unmet need for some time. If a lower threshold of ‘4 units or fewer’ is proposed, this would be a
significant backwards step by the Council and would discourage the development of smaller sites by
small and medium housebuilders. As already discussed, this approach goes against advice within the
Housing White paper which seeks to encourage small and medium housebuilders, who can bring new
housing forward more quickly. The proposed lower threshold would also result in fewer small sites
coming forward in villages, on the basis that some of these sites would be rendered unviable, if a
contribution towards affordable was necessary. Whilst the need to provide additional affordable housing
can be appreciated, there is a real threat that small windfall developments would not be delivered at
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the same rate as they been in Hambleton over recent years with a lower threshold for affordable
housing. It would therefore be more appropriate to deliver affordable homes through the development
of exception sites and larger housing sites which have greater potential to deliver a better mix of
dwellings and ensure an on-site affordable housing contribution. We are also concerned that Policy
HG3 does not specifically make reference to Discounted Market Sale (DMSU) as an acceptable form
of affordable housing, as recognised by the NPPF. Whilst the glossary to the Publication Draft does
define Discounted Market Sales housing, we would have expected further reference to this form of
affordable housing to have been included either within the policy itself, or the supporting text. Given
there is no mention of Discounted Market Sale in either the policy or supporting text, we would question
whether there is any genuine acceptance of Discounted Market Sale as a form of affordable housing
by the Council. Without such clarity, developers would have no uncertainty about the use of Discounted
Market Sale for meeting the affordable housing requirements of the Policy. In addition, if the Council
are agreeable to Discounted Market Sale under the Policy, there should be further clarification on the
level of discount that would be acceptable to the Council. Our research indicates the following discounts
are applied in relation to other local authorities in the North East and North Yorkshire: • Richmondshire
30% • Selby 30% • Northumberland 30% • Durham 20% – 30% A discount of 30% works extremely
well in both Richmondshire and Selby where mean salaries are not dissimilar to Hambleton District.
We are aware that Yorvik Homes were inundated with enquiries (at least 4 per unit) to purchase
discounted market sale homes on their sites at Spennithorne and Leyburn (Richmondshire) where the
average discount for sale price (with a 30% discount) for a 2-bed home was £164,406 at Spennithorne
and £133,760 at Leyburn. With an average household income of £18-28k, this scheme made it possible
for first time buyers to purchase their own home. When applied, a 30% discount enables ‘generation
rent’ to own a £200k, 2-bed house for a £382 per month (£140K mortgage), which is £200 a month
cheaper than current rents charged by Registered Providers within Easingwold. We would therefore
object to the lack of clarification on the issue of Discounted Market Sale housing and have concerns
that if the Policy did not intend to allow such provision, then this would be inconsistent with national
policy which would make the Plan unsound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr Wigan (1227691)

Comment ID

LPreg19-683

Response Date

06/09/19 16:38

Consultation Point

HG 3 Affordable Housing Requirements (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-06 Mr Wigan - Raskelf.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client supports the objectives of this policy and superficially the requirement for housing schemes
of 9 units or fewer to be exempt from providing the affordable housing requirement of 30%. They
consider that schemes of this nature and scale would struggle to cope with delivering the 30%
requirement given the generally high build costs associated with bringing forward small housing
schemes in rural settlements
Comment by

Ingleby Arncliffe Parish Council (Mr Clive Walley 1225565)

Comment ID

LPreg19-316

Response Date

17/09/19 12:34

Consultation Point

HG 3 Affordable Housing Requirements (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.2

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Ingleby Arncliffe Parish Council supports the affordable 30% level.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-576

Response Date

03/09/19 14:02

Consultation Point

HG 4: Housing Exception Schemes (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The development of these schemes could harm the character of the settlement or countryside in
precisely the same way as Rural Exception Sites. Therefore, they should be required to satisfy the
same requirements that are set out in Criterion f
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Add the following additional Criterion:-“the development is of a scale and character that respects
the appearance of the existing settlement, local built form andlandscape character”

Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)

Comment ID

LPreg19-897

Response Date

17/09/19 15:18

Consultation Point

HG 4 Housing Exception Schemes (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 139

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
5.3.1 Policy HG4 sets out the Council’s approach to housing exception schemes. Gladman consider
that such a policy is important in ensuring that local housing needs can be met in full over the plan
period where not met by commitments or allocations. The policy will significantly enhance the
effectiveness of the Local Plan in meeting these needs. 5.3.2 Gladman’s only concern with the policy
as outlined relates to how the needs for entry level housing is assessed. As written, the policy sets
out the role of a local housing needs assessment in confirming the need for entry level housing. The
policy (and wider plan) is however silent on what this local housing needs assessment is, whom is
responsible for its production and its required scope and content. The absence of this clarification
renders the policy ineffective in Gladman’s view in addressing entry level housing needs. Gladman
request clarity on this.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Enterpen Ltd ( G Baird - 1025929)

Comment ID

LPreg19-786

Response Date

17/09/19 15:14

Consultation Point

HG 4 Housing Exception Schemes (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-17 Enterpen Ltd LPreg19-786.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 140

Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Commentary: Only housing Associations may be able to deliver 100% exception sites, when supported
by public funding. The policy should be more flexible to allow private developers to build more housing
with a high percentage of affordable, to boost the supply of this form of housing more widely throughout
the district.
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-711

Response Date

11/09/19 10:20

Consultation Point

HG 5: Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.14

Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 044 059.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.51 Policy HG5 supports windfall development for minor scale housing (9 or fewer homes) adjacent
to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages. It is maintained this policy should also apply
to the Market Towns. Given the low number of proposed allocations, the development of small sites
should be supported in Market Towns to ensure choice for local residents and competition in the market
place. The exclusion of windfall development adjacent to market towns is also contrary to sustainable
development principles given the market towns are inherently more sustainable than the service,
secondary and smaller villages. The inclusion of market towns would also assist in meeting the ongoing
5 year housing supply and provide a source of supply shouldthere be deliverability issues with the
proposed allocations.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
2.52 The windfall housing policy should support minor scale housing adjacent to Market Towns. The
following amendment is therefore required to Policy HG2:-“Adjacent to the built form of Market Towns,
Service, Secondary and Small Villages”2.53 This change is required to accord with national policy
which supports the delivery of small sites. The change will also ensure the plan is postiviely prepared
and effective as it will increase the supply of deliverable sites as well as supporting the delivery of
smaller sites in Market Towns. The proposed change is also justified as it will provide choice and
competition in the Market Towns and increase the opportunities for specific housing needs to be met.

Comment by

Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land ( - 1229420)

Comment ID

LPreg19-872
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Response Date

17/09/19 17:03

Consultation Point

HG 5: Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

Part 1 Litchfields LPreg19-861.PDF

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
6.10 Whilst Taylor Wimpey welcomes draft Policy HG 5’s support for the principle of windfall housing
development, there are two component parts of the draft policy that are considered to be ‘unsound’.
6.11 In the first instance, the definition of what constitutes the ‘main built form’ of a settlement is too
vague and open to subjective interpretation. Consequently, the draft policy is ineffective in confirming
how and when it should be applied. 6.12 Secondly, the limitation of windfall development to only ‘minor
scale housing development’ (adjacent to the built form) is considered to be too simplistic an approach
that could otherwise prevent larger schemes achieving a more sustainable form of development. To
that end, it would arbitrarily limit the extent to which any affordable housing, community infrastructure,
facilities and services could be delivered as part of windfall development. 6.13 To meet the test of
soundness, draft Policy HG5 should be simplified as to apply to all scales of residential development
that relate well – in terms of proximity and function – to the built area of existing settlements.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-694

Response Date

11/09/19 16:53

Consultation Point

HG 5: Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 18a
LPreg19-657.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.49 Policy HG5 supports windfall development for minor scale housing (9 or fewer homes) adjacent
to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages. It is maintained this policy should also apply
to the Market Towns. Given the low number of proposed allocations, the development of small sites
should be supported in Market Towns to ensure choice for local residents and competition in the market
place. The exclusion of windfall development adjacent to market towns is also contrary to sustainable
development principles given the market towns are inherently more sustainable than the service,
secondary and smaller villages. The inclusion of market towns would also assist in meeting the ongoing
5 year housing supply and provide a source of supply should there be deliverability issues with the
proposed allocations.
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Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
2.50 The windfall housing policy should support minor scale housing adjacent to Market Towns. The
following amendment is therefore required to Policy HG2:-“Adjacent to the built form of Market Towns,
Service, Secondary and Small Villages”2.51 This change is required to accord with national policy
which supports the delivery of small sites. The change will also ensure the plan is postiviely prepared
and effective as it will increase the supply of deliverable sites. The proposed change is also justified
as it will provide choice and competition in the Market Towns and increase the opportunities for specific
housing needs to be met.

Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)

Comment ID

LPreg19-898

Response Date

17/09/19 15:22

Consultation Point

HG 5: Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
5.4.1 This policy sets out the scope for and requirements of windfall development in the District. This
scope is inclusive of sites which are located outside but adjacent to existing settlements. Gladman
welcome the inclusion of this policy within the Local Plan. The policy provides important guidance for
windfall developments which are likely to come forward over the plan period and grants flexibility in
permitting development not allocated within the Local Plan to come forward to meet development
needs. 5.4.2 Gladman however hold several concerns with the requirements of this policy which are
considered to unreasonably restrict the delivery of sustainable development. As such, Gladman is
unable to support the policy as proposed. 5.4.3 Gladman do not consider that the policy should apply
only to minor developments. The approach applied denies the potential for sustainable development
to come forward on account of its scale. This is inconsistent with the NPPF. Gladman consider that
points d to f of the policy as drafted satisfactorily safeguard against inappropriate development being
permitted under this policy. As such reference to “minor” in the policy should be removed. Gladman
object to the sequential approach set within part a of the policy regarding the use of brownfield sites
first ahead of greenfield. Whilst Paragraph 117 of the 2019 NPPF confirms the role of brownfield sites
in meeting development need it does not set a sequential preference outlined as set out in older national
planning policy. Gladman therefore request that part a of Policy HG5 is deleted from the policy. 5.4.5
Part b of the policy establishes the need for applicants to confirm deliverability. It is unclear what
information the Council would require fulfilling this requirement and this should be clarified by the
Council. 5.4.6 More confusing is the reference made within the latter of part of part b which relates to
completions and commitments within a settlement hinting at there being an assumed distribution for
the settlement despite Policy S3 being silent on this issue. Part b of the policy requires review. It is
also clear to Gladman that the absence of a distribution of growth through Policy S3 of the Plan also
effects how parts d to f of the policy could be implemented. Parts d to f relate to cumulative effects on
a physical capacity of a settlement to accommodate growth. A measure of cumulative effects is
impossible when it is unclear what level of growth is being planned for through the Local Plan. 5.4.8
Picking up comments made in relation to Policy HG2 in relation to self-build, Gladman consider that
wording should be inserted into Policy HG5 which treated development proposals brought forward in
alignment with Policy HG2 specifically for self-build positively. The approach would encourage self-build
delivery in the District and would provide for a more effective means of addressing demand.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mrs Catherine Young (1114345)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1040

Response Date

15/08/19 10:20
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Consultation Point

HG 5: Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.10

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Development of ad hoc housing in villages outside of the settlement hierarchy is poorly controlled.
Such developments invariably consist of large, expensive 4/5 bedroomed homes and these places
become commuter communities of executive dwellings. These homes are usually built with a sole
interest for profit and give no consideration for the community or the problems of intensification in small
village spaces or indeed the unsustainability of extra houses in what are commuter villages. Social
mix is inhibited and the young people of local families are forced out of the area.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
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You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Remove ad hoc building except under exceptional circumstances.

Comment by

Burrill Road Bedale ( - 1229750)

Comment ID

LPreg19-974

Response Date

17/09/19 10:26

Consultation Point

HG 5: Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 ELG_Form_LPreg 19 -970.pdf
2019-09-17 ELG Reps Document Lpreg 19-970.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client supports the principal of this policy to enable windfall sites to come forward where they are
sustainable, would support the local community and services and facilities and are not protected for
their environmental, historic, community or other value, or allocated, designated or otherwise
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safeguarded for another type of development. This accords with the aims and as aspirations of the
NPPF, as well as the Sustainable Development Principles as set out in Policy S1. This approach should
also be applicable to the Market Towns given their sustainable basis and focus of growth in the plan
(Policy S3). There is no reason to preclude such peripheral locations when comparable sites may be
acceptable in smaller, less sustainable locations. Our client’s site could partially come forward as a
valuable windfall site (up to 9 dwellings) to help maintain Bedale as a service settlement and provide
flexibility in delivery and a mix of site options. However, we maintain the view that this site should be
identified for development as an allocation within this draft plan to secure certainty of future growth
and the provision of housing in this service settlement, In accordance with the tests outlined in paragraph
35 of the NPPF (2019), this policy is positively prepared to allow unallocated sites to come forward
where sustainable and would support the local community, justified, effective and consistent with
national policy, specifically paragraph 78 of the NPPF. Our client therefore considers this policy to be
unsound but with modification this objection could be withdrawn.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-964

Response Date

17/09/19 16:02

Consultation Point

HG 5: Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Berkeley DeVeer, Darlington Road LPreg 19 -960 _redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We welcome Policy HG5 which is supportive of windfall housing within the main built form of settlements.
This will enable flexibility for the Council to bring forward unallocated sites which are suitable for housing
such as our clients land interest to the east of Darlington Road which is available, deliverable and
achievable.
Comment by

Mr Steve Barker (1046388)

Comment ID

LPreg19-925

Response Date

17/09/19 14:03

Consultation Point

HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 S_Barker_redacted PLreg19-918.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
Given the reduction in the level of allocations, the Council have introduced some of the tests from the
IPG into policies S5 and HG5 in order to maintain a windfall allowance and to allow development in
those settlements without allocations. Our Client considers that the plan should include more allocations
to provide certainty, however if the allocations do remain at the lower level, Policies HG5 and S5 are
relevant to proposals for development on sites not allocated within the Local Plan. Policy HG5 is
permissive of housing development on non-allocated sites within the ‘built form’ of defined settlements
and adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages. We support the principle of
the Policy in allowing windfall housing development. The Policy is needed to enable housing
developments to be permitted on sites that either were too small to allocate or that become available
unexpectedly. Whilst we support the principle of the Policy in allowing windfall housing development
in suitable and sustainable locations, we have significant concerns and object to the wording and
restrictive nature of the Policy. Windfall development within the built form of defined settlements The
first part of the Policy notes that housing development within the main built form of a defined settlement
will be supported where the site is “not protected for its environmental, historic, community or other
value, or allocated, designated or otherwise safeguarded for another type of development” This wording
is inflexible and inconsistent with national policy and a designation should not necessarily preclude
development. Furthermore, the blanket wording and approach within this part of the Policy conflicts
with other policies within the Plan, such as: • Policy E3 sets out instances where proposals that may
harm a designated site of importance for nature conservation, local geological site, or a non-designated
site or feature of biodiversity interest will be supported; • Policy E5 provides guidance regarding
development affecting heritage assets and instances where proposals will be supported; • Policy E6
provides guidance regarding development affecting AONBs; and To ensure that the Policy is effective
and consistent with national policy, we suggest that this part of the Policy should be amended as
follows: “A proposal for housing development within the main built form (defined in policy S5
‘Development in the Countryside’) of a defined settlement (see policy S3 ‘Spatial Distribution’) will be
supported where the site is not allocated or otherwise safeguarded for another type of development
and where it complies with other relevant policies of this Local Plan. not protected for its environmental,
historic, community or other value, or allocated, designated or otherwise safeguarded for another type
of development ”. Windfall development adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small
Villages In addition to allowing development within the built form of defined settlements, the Policy is
also permissive of development adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages
in certain scenarios. Policy S3 provides a settlement hierarchy which is made up of Market Towns,
Service Villages, Secondary Villages and Small Villages. Policy S3 confirms that the majority of housing
development requirements will be met from development located at Northallerton and Thirsk, as well
as other market towns of Bedale, Stokesley and Easingwold and that development will be supported
in settlements in the settlement hierarchy that is proportionate to the size of the settlement size and
its level in the hierarchy. The second part of Policy HG5 contradicts the settlement hierarchy in that it
provides the opportunity for residential development on non-allocated sites adjacent to the built form
of service, secondary and small villages but not adjacent to market towns which are the main focus
for growth. Furthermore, Policy HG5 only allows for “minor scale” housing development adjacent to
the built form. This should be amended to be less prescriptive on size and reflect Policy S3 to state
that development that it is proportionate to the size of the settlement size and its level in the hierarchy
will be supported.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr B Tweddle (1229016)

Comment ID

LPreg19-801

Response Date

17/09/19 10:57
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Consultation Point

HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 East Cowton_redacted LPreg19-796.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Given the reduction in the level of allocations, the Council have introduced some of the tests from the
IPG into policies S5 and HG5 in order to maintain a windfall allowance and to allow development in
those settlements without allocations. Our Client considers that the plan should include more allocation
to provide certainty, however if the allocations do remain at the lower level, Policies HG5 and S5 are
relevant to proposals for development on sites not allocated within the Local Plan. Policy HG5 is
permissive of housing development on non-allocated sites within the ‘built form’ of defined settlements
and adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages. Our Client supports the
principle of the Policy in allowing windfall housing development. The Policy is needed to enable housing
developments to be permitted on sites that either were too small to allocate or that become available
unexpectedly. Whilst we support the principle of the Policy in allowing windfall housing development
in suitable and sustainable locations, we have significant concerns and object to the wording and
restrictive nature of the Policy. Windfall development within the built form of defined settlements The
first part of the Policy notes that housing development within the main built form of a defined settlement
will be supported where the site is "not protected for its environmental, historic, community or other
value, or allocated, designated or otherwise safeguarded for another type if development" This wording
is inflexible and inconsistent with national policy and a designation should not necessarily preclude
development. Furthermore, the blanket wording and approach within this part of the Policy conflicts
with other policies within the Plan, such as: Policy E3 sets out instances where proposals that may
harm a designated site of importance for nature conservation, local geological site, or a non-designated
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site or feature of biodiversity interest will be supported; Policy E5 provides guidance regarding
development affecting heritage assets and instances where proposals will be supported; Policy E6
provides guidance regarding development affecting AONBs; and Policy E7 provides guidance in relation
to the protection and enhancement of distinctive landscapes, and instances where proposals will be
supported. To ensure that the Policy is effective and consistent with national policy, we suggest that
this part of the Policy should be amended as follows: “A proposal for housing development within the
main built form (defined in policy S5 ‘Development in the Countryside’) of a defined settlement (see
policy S3 ‘Spatial Distribution’) will be supported where the site is not allocated or otherwise safeguarded
for another type of development and where it complies with other relevant policies of this Local Plan.
Windfall development adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages In addition
to allowing development within the built form of defined settlements, the Policy is also permissive of
development adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages in certain scenarios.
Policy S3 provides a settlement hierarchy which is made up of Market Towns, Service Villages,
Secondary Villages and Small Villages. Policy S3 confirms that the majority of housing development
requirements will be met from development located at Northallerton and Thirsk, as well as other market
towns of Bedale, Stokesley and Easingwold and that development will be supported in settlements in
the settlement hierarchy that is proportionate to the size of the settlement size and its level in the
hierarchy. Furthermore, Policy HG5 only allows for “minor scale” housing development adjacent to the
built form. This should be amended to be less prescriptive on size and reflect Policy S3 to state that
development that it is proportionate to the size of the settlement size and its level in the hierarchy will
be supported.
Comment by

Tanfield Lodge Estate ( - 1049685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-998

Response Date

17/09/19 12:46

Consultation Point

HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Policy sets out the approach to housing development proposals within the built form of defined
settlements, suggesting they will be supported where the site is not subject to environmental, historical
or other designations. The site is not protected for environmental historic community or other values,
or where it is allocated or designated for another type of development. A secondary part of the scheme
suggests that proposals for minor housing development will be supported, subject to priority to previously
developed land and that the scheme will be deliverable. With regards to Criterion B, we consider that
the level of proof required is onerous with regards to a requirement to establish whether existing
outstanding commitments can come forward. For Provision C we revert back to our comments with
regards to the SHMA and HEDNA documents, being only suitable as snapshots in time. With regards
to the second set of provisions, concern is raised with regards to Criterion D which suggests that the
location and scale of development, either individually or cumulatively will be a consideration. This is
particularly so given our concern that West Tanfield as a selected settlement under Policy S3 is identified
as accommodating a lower level of development than other settlements within its position in the
hierarchy and a number of settlements lower in the hierarchy such as Leeming Bar, South Otterington
and Burneston have a substantially greater proportion of development.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Daniel Gath Homes (Mr Daniel Gath - 1025314)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1004

Response Date

17/09/19 13:38

Consultation Point

HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.16

Files

2019-09-17 Daniel Gath Homes 1_redacted
LPreg19-1001.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Whilst we support the principles of Policy HG 5 which allow for windfall housing development within
and on the edges of settlements, we object to the drafting of the policy which is too restrictive and
does not represent the wider provisions for rural housing within the NPPF. The first part of the policy
allows for windfall housing development within the built form of defined settlements where the site is
not protected for its environmental, historic, community or other value, or allocated, designated or
otherwise safeguarded for another type of development. This second part of the policy allows for new
housing adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages but excludes development
adjacent to the built form of other rural settlements, including the Market Towns. The District is a rural
area and it is therefore inappropriate to make a distinction between new development on the edges
of villages and the Market Towns. Relevant guidance within paragraphs 77-79 of the NPPF does not
make such a distinction and it would be illogical to conclude that the smaller Market Towns of Bedale,
Easingwold and Stokesley were not rural in character. Paragraph 78 of the NPPF seeks to ‘promote
sustainable development in rural areas (our emphasis), housing should be located where it will enhance
or maintain the vitality of rural communities (our emphasis). Whilst the Market Towns are the larger
settlements within the hierarchy (as defined by Policy S5) they are still inherently rural areas and should
be afforded the same flexibility to expand through new windfall developments as the Service, Secondary
and Small villages. If a distinction were needed to separate rural settlements from the larger more
densely built up urban areas, it would be appropriate to consider Northallerton and Thirsk as the
principle Market Towns that have greater opportunity for infill development and where significant
development has already been accommodated. The population of the Market Towns is shown by table
2 below which indicates that Bedale, Easingwold and Stokesley have populations below 5,000 people
whereas Thirsk and Northallerton have populations that comfortably exceed 5,000 people. [See attached
representation for table of population of Hambleton Market Towns] From the Service Villages that are
listed within the settlement hierarchy, Great Ayton has an estimated population of 4,700 (North Yorkshire
2015 Population Estimates) which exceeds the populations of Bedale and Easingwold. Being a Service
Village, the second Part of Policy HG 5 would allow for new development adjacent to the built form of
Great Ayton, but not Bedale or Easingwold which have smaller populations. This is illogical and
inconsistent with the NPPF. Whilst we do not object to the settlement hierarchy (outlined in Policy S
5) and recognise the important role that the smaller Market Towns of Bedale, Easingwold and Stokesley
play (hence their position in the settlement hierarchy), it would be illogical not to allow new housing
development adjacent to the built form of the Market Towns, particularly the smaller Market Towns
which have similar populations to some of the larger Service Villages. The various tests of Policy HG
5 would remain, in terms of giving preference to available previously developed land through a sequential
approach, and it is therefore unclear as to why a distinction between development adjacent to the built
form of villages and the Market Towns, is necessary or appropriate. On reflection of the above, we
object to Policy HG5 as drafted and would request that consideration be given to allowing new
development adjacent to the built form of all settlements, including Market Towns. If there are good
reasons why a distinction has to be made (and we are not aware of any good reason), then it would
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be logical to prevent such development in relation to the principle Market Towns of Northallerton and
Thirsk only.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr Wigan (1227691)

Comment ID

LPreg19-684

Response Date

06/09/19 16:39

Consultation Point

HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-06 Mr Wigan - Raskelf.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Whilst our client considers that in the first instance their Site at Raskelf should be allocated for residential
development under Policy HG1, they also support the overall objectives of Policy HG5 which supports
windfall housing development within the built form of identified settlements. Given that our client’s Site
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falls within the built form of Raskelf, we support the current policy wording which states that “a proposal
for housing development within the main built form of a defined settlement will be supported where
the site is not protected for its environmental, historic, community or other value, or allocated, designated
or otherwise safeguarded for another type of development”. We consider that our client’s site does fall
within the main built form of a defined settlement and it is not protected or subject to any other allocations
or designations. Our client also supports the broad policy intention of the latter section of the policy
which relates to development adjacent to the built form of Secondary Villages. We consider criteria
‘b-f’ to be reasonably founded and appropriate to ensure any supported development is appropriate.
However, we consider that criteria ‘a’, which requires proposals to demonstrate that “a sequential
approach to site selection has been taken where the re-use of previously developed land will come
first before greenfield” is not appropriate or justified and will restrict appropriate windfall housing
development from coming forward in the service, secondary and small villages as the Local Plan
intends. We consider this criteria to be an unnecessary barrier to development which is at odds with
paragraph 88 of the NPPF which states that “this sequential approach should not be applied to
applications for small scale rural offices or other small scale rural development.” Our client also supports
the definition of minor development as referred to under Policy HG5 and as set out within the Glossary
that defines minor development as schemes of 9 units or fewer.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Given the above, our client considers that whilst the overall objectives of the policy are appropriate,
that criteria ‘a’ of policy HG 5 is unsound, as it is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy
and guidance. As such, this requirement should be removed from the policy.

Comment by

The Crathorne Estate ( The Crathorne Estate 1047150)
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LPreg19-910
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Consultation Point
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Email
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Files

19.09.17 - Crathorne Estate_redacted
LPreg19-909.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy HG5 sets out the Council’s approach to windfall housing development within the built form of
defined settlements and immediately adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small
Villages. The Estate supports the recognition given by the Council at Policy HG5 that unallocated or
‘windfall’ sites provide a useful supplement to identified allocations and help to provide a range of
choice, meeting local needs and providing opportunities for local residents. Whilst the policy does
provide some scope for windfall residential development to places beyond (but adjacent to) the
development limits of settlements, this is subject to six criteria. The site, and the scope for its
development, demonstrates clear accordance with each of these criteria. However, in light of the
compelling need to deliver new homes, the positive approach would be to include the site within the
development limits for Crathorne and to allocate it for housing, especially as the scale of housing the
site is capable of accommodating exceeds 10. To not do so renders the Plan unsound in this regard.
We also wish to provide comment on the wording of the proposed criteria attached to Policy HG5,
specifically Criteria (a) which requires a sequential approach to site selection to be taken where the
re-use of previously developed land will come first before greenfield. Whilst a presumption in favour
of the development of previously developed land is woven through the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), Policy HG5 fails to recognise that greenfield sites may come forward in advance
of previously developed sites in exceptional circumstances. It is therefore considered that the Policy
is not consistent with national policy and therefore unsound in this regard. We would suggest that the
policy wording and specifically the wording of Criteria (a) is amended to state that whilst there will be
a presumption in favour of previously developed sites, other greenfield sites may come forward in
advance of previously developed sites where they are demonstrated to be acceptable in planning
terms (the adverse impacts of granting permission would not significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits) and in exceptional circumstances where a clear case can be made for the need of the
development. The Policy is further considered to not be positively prepared and therefore unsound
owing to the reference to the ‘forthcoming’ Housing SPD; it is not possible to comment on the Policy
in full until all background evidence and details associated with the Policy are published by the Council.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 158

Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Trustees of The Lady Milnes Coates June 1987
Settlement (1227682)

Comment ID

LPreg19-663

Response Date

17/09/19 15:31

Consultation Point

HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed
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Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Lady Milnes Coates Settlement.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Whilst the Trustees support the inclusion of a policy that sets out the process for Windfall Housing
Development, it is their contention that flexibility should be built into the wording of the first paragraph.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Existing WordingA proposal for housing development within the main built form (defined in policy S 5
'Development in the Countryside') of a defined settlement (see policy S 3 'Spatial Distribution') will be
supported where the site is not protected for its environmental, historic, community or other value, or
allocated, designated or otherwise safeguarded for another type of development.Proposed WordingA
proposal for housing development within the main built form (defined in policy S 5 'Development in the
Countryside') of a defined settlement (see policy S 3 'Spatial Distribution') will be supported where the
site is not protected for its environmental, historic, community or other value, or allocated, designated
or otherwise safeguarded for another type of development, unless evidence is provided to suggest
that the function of any designation or allocation would not be detrimentally affected by the proposal.

Comment by

Messers L & M Faulkner (1049771)

Comment ID

LPreg19-755

Response Date

16/09/19 09:58

Consultation Point

HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Brafferton Manor Farm_redacted
LPreg19-749.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Given the reduction in the level of allocations, the Council have introduced some of the tests from the
IPG into policies S5 and HG5 in order to maintain a windfall allowance and to allow development in
those settlements without allocations. Our Client considers that the plan should include more allocation
to provide certainty, however if the allocations do remain at the lower level, Policies HG5 and S5 are
relevant to proposals for development on sites not allocated within the Local Plan. Policy HG5 is
permissive of housing development on non-allocated sites within the ‘built form’ of defined settlements
and adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages. Our Client supports the
principle of the Policy in allowing windfall housing development. The Policy is needed to enable housing
developments to be permitted on sites that either were too small to allocate or that become available
unexpectedly. Whilst we support the principle of the Policy in allowing windfall housing development
in suitable and sustainable locations, we have significant concerns and object to the wording and
restrictive nature of the Policy. Windfall development within the built form of defined settlements The
first part of the Policy notes that housing development within the main built form of a defined settlement
will be supported where the site is “ not protected for its environmental, historic, community or other
value, or allocated, designated or otherwise safeguarded for another type of development” This wording
is inflexible and inconsistent with national policy and a designation should not necessarily preclude
development. Furthermore, the blanket wording and approach within this part of the Policy conflicts
with other policies within the Plan, such as: • Policy E3 sets out instances where proposals that may
harm a designated site of importance for nature conservation, local geological site, or a non-designated
site or feature of biodiversity interest will be supported; • Policy E5 provides guidance regarding
development affecting heritage assets and instances where proposals will be supported; • Policy E6
provides guidance regarding development affecting AONBs; and • Policy E7 provides guidance in
relation to the protection and enhancement of distinctive landscapes, and instances where proposals
will be supported. To ensure that the Policy is effective and consistent with national policy, we suggest
that this part of the Policy should be amended as follows: “A proposal for housing development within
the main built form (defined in policy S5 ‘Development in the Countryside’) of a defined settlement
(see policy S3 ‘Spatial Distribution’) will be supported where the site is not allocated or otherwise
safeguarded for another type of development and where it complies with other relevant policies of this
Local Plan. Windfall development adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages
In addition to allowing development within the built form of defined settlements, the Policy is also
permissive of development adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages in
certain scenarios. Policy S3 provides a settlement hierarchy which is made up of Market Towns, Service
Villages, Secondary Villages and Small Villages. Policy S3 confirms that the majority of housing
development requirements will be met from development located at Northallerton and Thirsk, as well
as other market towns of Bedale, Stokesley and Easingwold and that development will be supported
in settlements in the settlement hierarchy that is proportionate to the size of the settlement size and
its level in the hierarchy. Furthermore, Policy HG5 only allows for “minor scale” housing development
adjacent to the built form. This should be amended to be less prescriptive on size and reflect Policy
S3 to state that development that it is proportionate to the size of the settlement size and its level in
the hierarchy will be supported.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mary Fisher (1027547)

Comment ID

LPreg19-810
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2019-09-17 Mary Fisher-Shipton_redacted
LPreg19-804.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Given the reduction in the level of allocations, the Council have introduced some of the tests from the
IPG into policies S5 and HG5 in order to maintain a windfall allowance and to allow development in
those settlements without allocations. Our Client considers that the plan should include more allocation
to provide certainty, however if the allocations do remain at the lower level, Policies HG5 and S5 are
relevant to proposals for development on sites not allocated within the Local Plan. Policy HG5 is
permissive of housing development on non-allocated sites within the ‘built form’ of defined settlements
and adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages. Our Client supports the
principle of the Policy in allowing windfall housing development. The Policy is needed to enable housing
developments to be permitted on sites that either were too small to allocate or that become available
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unexpectedly. Whilst we support the principle of the Policy in allowing windfall housing development
in suitable and sustainable locations, we have significant concerns and object to the wording and
restrictive nature of the Policy. Windfall development within the built form of defined settlements The
first part of the Policy notes that housing development within the main built form of a defined settlement
will be supported where the site is “not protected for its environmental, historic, community or other
value, or allocated, designated or otherwise safeguarded for another type of development” This wording
is inflexible and inconsistent with national policy and a designation should not necessarily preclude
development. Furthermore, the blanket wording and approach within this part of the Policy conflicts
with other policies within the Plan, such as: • Policy E3 sets out instances where proposals that may
harm a designated site of importance for nature conservation, local geological site, or a non-designated
site or feature of biodiversity interest will be supported; • Policy E5 provides guidance regarding
development affecting heritage assets and instances where proposals will be supported; • Policy E6
provides guidance regarding development affecting AONBs; and • Policy E7 provides guidance in
relation to the protection and enhancement of distinctive landscapes, and instances where proposals
will be supported. To ensure that the Policy is effective and consistent with national policy, we suggest
that this part of the Policy should be amended as follows: “A proposal for housing development within
the main built form (defined in policy S5 ‘Development in the Countryside’) of a defined settlement
(see policy S3 ‘Spatial Distribution’) will be supported where the site is not allocated or otherwise
safeguarded for another type of development and where it complies with other relevant policies of this
Local Plan. Windfall development adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages
In addition to allowing development within the built form of defined settlements, the Policy is also
permissive of development adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages in
certain scenarios. Policy S3 provides a settlement hierarchy which is made up of Market Towns, Service
Villages, Secondary Villages and Small Villages. Policy S3 confirms that the majority of housing
development requirements will be met from development located at Northallerton and Thirsk, as well
as other market towns of Bedale, Stokesley and Easingwold and that development will be supported
in settlements in the settlement hierarchy that is proportionate to the size of the settlement size and
its level in the hierarchy. Furthermore, Policy HG5 only allows for “minor scale” housing development
adjacent to the built form. This should be amended to be less prescriptive on size and reflect Policy
S3 to state that development that it is proportionate to the size of the settlement size and its level in
the hierarchy will be supported.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Karbon Homes Ltd ( - 1229641)

Comment ID

LPreg19-935

Response Date

17/09/19 16:28
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HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 Karbon Homes LPreg19-932.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Draft Policy HG5 (Windfall Housing Development) provides support for infill development and states:
“A proposal for housing development within the main built form (defined in policy S5 'Development in
the Countryside') of a defined settlement (see policy S3 'Spatial Distribution') will be supported where
the site is not protected for its environmental, historic, community or other value, or allocated, designated
or otherwise safeguarded for another type of development”. Karbon Homes fully support Draft Policy
HG5. This approach is more likely to help the Council maintain a continuous supply of housing land
over the plan period and avoid the Council struggling to maintain a 5 year supply of housing land at
any given point in time.
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Whilst Taylor Wimpey welcome draft Policy HG 5’s support for the principle of windfall housing
development, there are two component parts of the draft policy that are considered to be unsound. In
the first instance, the definition of what constitutes the ‘main built form’ of a settlement is too vague
and open to subjective interpretation (see comments in relation to draft Policy S5, above). Consequently,
the draft policy is ineffective in confirming how and when it should be applied. Secondly, the limitation
of windfall development to only ‘minor scale housing development’ (adjacent to the built form) is
considered to be too simplistic an approach that could otherwise prevent larger schemes achieving a
more sustainable form of development. To that end, it would arbitrarily limit the extent to which any
affordable housing, community infrastructure, facilities and services could be delivered as part of
windfall development. To meet the test of soundness, draft Policy HG5 should be simplified so as to
apply to all scales of residential development that relate well – in terms of proximity and function – to
the built area of existing settlements.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Commentary: the way that this policy is presented infers to us that it will only be supported in exceptional
circumstances or in the event that the Council fails to meet its housing targets, or perhaps if targets
are suddenly increased once again. Therefore, we feel that the spatial strategy fails to allocate enough
sites in many service villages and larger villages in order to achieve higher standards of development
because smaller builders provide a more attractive product, which can often be associated with greater
community benefits.
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-896

Response Date

17/09/19 15:18

Consultation Point

HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 Aiskew Farm_redacted LPreg19-877.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Given the reduction in the level of allocations, the Council have introduced some of the tests from the
IPG into policies S5 and HG5 in order to maintain a windfall allowance and to allow development in
those settlements without allocations. Our Client considers that the plan should include more allocation
to provide certainty, however if the allocations do remain at the lower level, Policies HG5 and S5 are
relevant to proposals for development on sites not allocated within the Local Plan. Policy HG5 is
permissive of housing development on non-allocated sites within the ‘built form’ of defined settlements
and adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages. Our Client supports the
principle of the Policy in allowing windfall housing development. The Policy is needed to enable housing
developments to be permitted on sites that either were too small to allocate or that become available
unexpectedly. Whilst we support the principle of the Policy in allowing windfall housing development
in suitable and sustainable locations, we have significant concerns and object to the wording and
restrictive nature of the Policy. Windfall development within the built form of defined settlements The
first part of the Policy notes that housing development within the main built form of a defined settlement
will be supported where the site is “ not protected for its environmental, historic , community or other
value , or allocated, designated or otherwise safeguarded for another type of development” This wording
is inflexible and inconsistent with national policy and a designation should not necessarily preclude
development. Furthermore, the blanket wording and approach within this part of the Policy conflicts
with other policies within the Plan, such as: • Policy E3 sets out instances where proposals that may
harm a designated site of importance for nature conservation, local geological site, or a non-designated
site or feature of biodiversity interest will be supported; • Policy E5 provides guidance regarding
development affecting heritage assets and instances where proposals will be supported; • Policy E6
provides guidance regarding development affecting AONBs; and • Policy E7 provides guidance in
relation to the protection and enhancement of distinctive landscapes, and instances where proposals
will be supported. To ensure that the Policy is effective and consistent with national policy, we suggest
that this part of the Policy should be amended as follows: A proposal for housing development within
the main built form (defined in policy S5 ‘Development in the Countryside’) of a defined settlement
(see policy S3 ‘Spatial Distribution’) will be supported where the site is not allocated or otherwise
safeguarded for another type of development and where it complies with other relevant policies of this
Local Plan. Windfall development adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages
In addition to allowing development within the built form of defined settlements, the Policy is also
permissive of development adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages in
certain scenarios. Policy S3 provides a settlement hierarchy which is made up of Market Towns, Service
Villages, Secondary Villages and Small Villages. Policy S3 confirms that the majority of housing
development requirements will be met from development located at Northallerton and Thirsk, as well
as other market towns of Bedale, Stokesley and Easingwold and that development will be supported
in settlements in the settlement hierarchy that is proportionate to the size of the settlement size and
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its level in the hierarchy. The second part of Policy HG5 contradicts the settlement hierarchy in that it
provides the opportunity for residential development on non-allocated sites adjacent to the built form
of service, secondary and small villages but not adjacent to market towns which are the main focus
for growth. Furthermore, Policy HG5 only allows for “minor scale” housing development adjacent to
the built form. This should be amended to be less prescriptive on size and reflect Policy S3 to state
that development that it is proportionate to the size of the settlement size and its level in the hierarchy
will be supported.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) (
Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) 1229417)

Comment ID

LPreg19-864

Response Date

17/09/19 16:42

Consultation Point

HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 land off Station Road LPreg19-857.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Given the reduction in the level of allocations, the Council have introduced some of the tests from the
Interim Policy Guidance into policies S5 and HG5 in order to maintain a windfall allowance and to allow
development in those settlements without allocations. Our Client considers that the plan should include
more allocation to provide certainty, however if the allocations do remain at the lower level, Policies
HG5 and S5 are relevant to proposals for development on sites not allocated within the Local Plan.
Policy HG5 is permissive of housing development on non-allocated sites within the ‘built form’ of defined
settlements and adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and Small Villages. Our Client supports
the principle of the Policy in allowing windfall housing development. The Policy is needed to enable
housing developments to be permitted on sites that either were too small to allocate or that become
available unexpectedly. In addition to allowing development within the built form of defined settlements,
the Policy is also permissive of development adjacent to the built form of Service, Secondary and
Small Villages in certain scenarios. Policy S3 provides a settlement hierarchy which is made up of
Market Towns, Service Villages, Secondary Villages and Small Villages. Policy S3 confirms that the
majority of housing development requirements will be met from development located at Northallerton
and Thirsk, as well as other market towns of Bedale, Stokesley and Easingwold and that development
will be supported in settlements in the settlement hierarchy that is proportionate to the size of the
settlement size and its level in the hierarchy. The second part of Policy HG5 contradicts the settlement
hierarchy in that it provides the opportunity for residential development on non-allocated sites adjacent
to the built form of service, secondary and small villages but not adjacent to market towns which are
the main focus for growth. Furthermore, Policy HG5 only allows for “ minor scale ” housing development
adjacent to the built form. This should be amended to be less prescriptive on size and reflect Policy
S3 to state that development that it is proportionate to the size of the settlement size and its level in
the hierarchy will be supported.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

CPRE ( - 1226618)

Comment ID

LPreg19-451

Response Date

20/08/19 15:13

Consultation Point

HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-20 CPRE LPreg19-438 451 453 454.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Whilst supportive of the housing policies in principle, CPRENorthYorkshire are however, concerned
that Policy HG5 will need careful monitoring to ensure that any proposal for residential development
adjacent to the built form of a service, secondary or small village – especially where developments
have been completed and/or there are some outstanding commitments, does not result in a detrimental
impact on the character and appearance of the village and its setting and the open countryside beyond,
as a result of over-development. CPRENorthYorkshire believe an alteration to the text at point b would
be justified in order to make the policy effective, thereby the policy would read: b. it will provide a
reliable source of supply. Applicants will be expected to provide robust evidence of the site’s deliverability
and justify the need for the proposal, especially in those villages where development has been completed
within the plan period and there are existing outstanding commitments; and
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
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What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
b. it will provide a reliable source of supply. Applicants will be expected to provide robust evidence of
the site’s deliverability and justify the need for the proposal, especially in those villages where
development has been completed within the plan period and there are existing outstanding
commitments; and

Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-819

Response Date

17/09/19 15:38

Consultation Point

HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-17 Linton LPreg19-814.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Berkeley DeVeer support this Policy to enable windfall sites to come forward where they are sustainable,
would support the local community and services and facilities and are not protected for their
environmental, historic, community or other value, or allocated, designated or otherwise safeguarded
for another type of development. This accords with the aims and as aspirations of the NPPF, as well
as the Sustainable Development Principles as set out in Policy S1. As defined in Policy S5, our client’s
site falls within the built form of Linton-On-Ouse, is not allocated, and is not party to any of the restrictions
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outlined above. accordingly, the site could come forward as a valuable windfall site to help maintain
Linton-On-Ouse as a service village. However, we maintain the view that this site should be identified
for development as an allocation within this draft plan to secure certainty of future growth and the
provision of housing in this service village. In accordance with the tests outlined in paragraph 35 of
the NPPF (2019), this policy is positively prepared to allow unallocated sites to come forward where
sustainable and would support the local community, justified, effective and consistent with national
policy, specifically paragraph 78 of the NPPF. Berkeley DeVeer therefore consider this policy to be
sound.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-577

Response Date

03/09/19 14:04

Consultation Point

HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support the requirements of this Policy which seek to ensure that any windfall proposals do not
harm the character of the settlement or their landscape setting especially that:- • Where the site is
within a settlement, it would not result in the loss of an area protected because of its environmental
or historic value, and • Where the site is adjacent to a settlement, that it does not result in the loss of
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an open space which is important to the historic form and layout of the village and is not detrimental
to its character and appearance. These measures will help to ensure that the development of any
windfall sites safeguards those aspects of the environment which make Hambleton such a distinctive
place.
Comment by

Ingleby Arncliffe Parish Council (Mr Clive Walley 1225565)

Comment ID

LPreg19-318

Response Date

17/09/19 12:37

Consultation Point

HG 5 Windfall Housing Development (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.2

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Ingleby Arncliffe Parish Council supports the policy, which in outline, shows minor scale housing
development adjacent to the built form of secondary villages will be supported.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Messrs Calvert, McElvaney, etc (1227403)

Comment ID

LPreg19-631

Response Date

13/09/19 15:51

Consultation Point

HG 6: Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople
(View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-13 - Bradley Stovell - HG6.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
• Policy HG6 does not meet its purpose of enabling the provision of pitches to meet the need of gypsy
and traveller families within the District. • Criteria a) of Policy HG6 is not necessary and should be
removed • Criteria c) of Policy HG6 needs to be fundamentally amended to reflect the fact that all
gypsy pitches in Stokesley are allocated in rural areas, the extant Traveller Housing Needs Study
(2012) (THNS) identifies Broad Site Locations which will be a guide for subsequent identification of
specific sites within about 1 mile of the edge of the Principal Service centres, Service Centres and
Service Villages. The Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (2016) (GTAA) is an update
of this document and not a replacement. 4. A recent view on the assessment on need in the GTAA
was made in the appeal No 3183496 (a proposed gypsy pitch on land adjacent to Ranch House, Hutton
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Rudby Road, Skutterskelfe, TS15 0JR). This is attached as Appendix 1. The issue of need is contained
within paragraphs 8 to 28 of the Decision Letter. This exposes the inadequacies of the GTAA 2016
which underestimates the level of need. In this particular appeal and hearing the Council’s
representatives included a consultant from the Opinion Research Services, the authors of the report,
so the Inspector had a detailed justification of the approach adopted by the GTAA (2016) from the
author, in reaching her conclusions over its shortcomings on need. We would point out that the Council
initiated a Judicial Review on this appeal decision with particular regards as to how it addressed the
need identified in the GTAA. This was refused on the first review of the papers filed. There was no
case. Unauthorised pitches 5. It is common ground with the council that the number of unauthorised
pitches in Hambleton is much larger than 2 as is contained within the GTAA.There may be disagreement
on the exact number but the fact it is a significantly higher figure, we consider, is not in dispute. 6. At
a Meeting with Mr Peter Jones of the council on 1 August 2019 in regard to unauthorised pitches it
was agreed that this was not a straightforward matter and following internal consultation on the subject
Mr. Jones would be in touch with us to agree the best way forward. This further discussion has never
happened. It should be common ground that the number of unauthorised pitches greatly exceeds that
contained within the GTAA. We remain ready to continue to discuss further with the Council a fair and
decent way of meeting existing requirements. Gypsy definition 7. The Inspector in the appeal decision
casts doubt on the low level of households interviewed that meet the gypsy and traveller definition
introduced by the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (2015) (PPTS). It is apparent that gypsies who
do not appear to meet the 2015 definition at the outset can do so when further information is known.
Households not interviewed 8. In paragraph 23 of appeal 3183496 the Inspector states: - “I am not
persuaded that this approach can necessarily be relied on to predict the need for pitches arising from
the 25 households not interviewed in Hambleton.” 9. In view of this appeal decision and others there
should be no dispute that the GTAA (2016) cannot be relied upon for a fair assessment of need. There
can be no dispute that there are a significant number of unauthorised pitches not reflected in the
document. It also has applied an overly enthusiastic application of the 2015 PPTS gypsy definition to
suppress numbers generated from new household formation which it has extended into limiting need
generated by households not interviewed. 10. This is compounded since there is also no provision
within the Local Plan for those gypsies that the council has defined as non travelling gypsies, although
they remain as part of an ethnic community who wish to live in caravans. The Inspector in the attached
Decision highlights this fact in paragraphs 18 to 19. Paragraph 19 states “... which adds to the shortage
in terms of need, particularly when gypsies can quite easily become travelling gypsies.” This still has
not been addressed in the Local Plan within the general Housing section, notwithstanding the council’s
statement at the Hearing that it would be. [See attached for full submission]
Comment by

Messrs Calvert, McElvaney, etc (1227403)

Comment ID

LPreg19-650

Response Date

13/09/19 16:42

Consultation Point

HG 6 Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople
(View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-13 - Bradley Stovell - HG6.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
• Policy HG6 does not meet its purpose of enabling the provision of pitches to meet the need of gypsy
and traveller families within the District. • Criteria a) of Policy HG6 is not necessary and should be
removed • Criteria c) of Policy HG6 needs to be fundamentally amended to reflect the fact that all
gypsy pitches in Stokesley are allocated in rural areas, the extant Traveller Housing Needs Study
(2012) (THNS) identifies Broad Site Locations which will be a guide for subsequent identification of
specific sites within about 1 mile of the edge of the Principal Service centres, Service Centres and
Service Villages. The Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (2016) (GTAA) is an update
of this document and not a replacement. Criteria a) 11. This criteria states that: - “A proposal for a new
site for gypsies ..., will be supported where: there is an identified need that cannot be met through the
supply of existing vacant pitches or plots”. This is unreasonable and is not needed. We believe the
criteria could be used to prevent any gypsy pitches being developed. For various reasons, given the
numbers there could always be a vacant pitch somewhere, just as there are vacant houses. 12. The
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) does not use vacant dwellings to be used for housing
need. There should not be for vacant gypsy pitches. This often represents movement within the
community and is separate from need. 13. There can be various reasons why pitches can become
vacant. The pitch can be in-between occupiers where the new occupiers have yet to move in. Maybe
the pitch is not habitable and needs some improvements. Some pitches particularly in public sites can
be damaged when a family move off and it often takes time on public sites for repair to be done. Other
pitches may be vacant for personal reasons. Some pitches may be acquired by local people to prevent
their use by gypsies. Although now lapsed, an example of this is at Hailstone Moor, Bullamoor,
Northallerton DL6 3QR which was acquired by local residents to prevent it by being used by a gypsy
family. This site is no longer available for a gypsy pitch but it could have been argued under this policy
during the 3 years of the permission that since it was technically available it could be used as a means
of preventing any further pitches being provided for that time. 14. Any survey of pitch vacancy represents
a snap shot in time which can change overnight. This is separate from the strategic obligation to
address the legitimate needs of a community. Incompatibility 15.There is also the issue of incompatibility
of families in the larger public sites, the source of trouble and many damaged sites. Good management
would seek to ensure that any new family are compatible with the existing resident’s even if it meant
that a pitch could be vacant longer. Policy HG6: Criteria c) 16.There should be no reason to demonstrate
that a pitch cannot be accommodated within the main form of the settlement. As far as we are aware
there are no gypsy pitches within any settlement in Hambleton District. Practical problems of land cost
and incompatibility with the settled community mean that all pitches have been located outside
settlement boundaries. 17. The GTAA (2016) document is a need update of a previous document, the
Traveller Housing Needs Studies (2012) (THNS). It must follow that recommendations incorporated
in this document other than need should still be extant and part of the evidence base. This has been
accepted at previous appeals. The THNS provided an assessment of broad locations for gypsy pitches
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(paragraphs 8.54 to 8.71) and should be incorporated into the policy as part of the evidence base of
the GTAA. Paragraph 8.65 states: - “The broad locations for residential sites include land within 1 mile
of the edge of the Principle Service Centres, Service Centres and Service Villages”. The document
included a Broad Locations Map. For assistance the THNS is attached as Appendix 2. The council
used the Broad Locations Map as part of their assessment of suitable locations in their call for pitches
that formed part of the Local Plan surveys. 18. There is no requirement at present to demonstrate that
a site cannot be accommodated within the main built form of a settlement. The council have already
approved the Broad Locations Map and used it in the preparation of the Local Plan. There is no reason
to change the present arrangement. It would seem its only reason would be to provide one more
mechanism that the council could use to resist further planning applications. [See attached for full
submission]
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2019-09-13 - Bradley Stovell - HG6.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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• Policy HG6 does not meet its purpose of enabling the provision of pitches to meet the need of gypsy
and traveller families within the District. • Criteria a) of Policy HG6 is not necessary and should be
removed • Criteria c) of Policy HG6 needs to be fundamentally amended to reflect the fact that all
gypsy pitches in Stokesley are allocated in rural areas, the extant Traveller Housing Needs Study
(2012) (THNS) identifies Broad Site Locations which will be a guide for subsequent identification of
specific sites within about 1 mile of the edge of the Principal Service centres, Service Centres and
Service Villages. The Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (2016) (GTAA) is an update
of this document and not a replacement. 4. A recent view on the assessment on need in the GTAA
was made in the appeal No 3183496 (a proposed gypsy pitch on land adjacent to Ranch House, Hutton
Rudby Road, Skutterskelfe, TS15 0JR). This is attached as Appendix 1. The issue of need is contained
within paragraphs 8 to 28 of the Decision Letter. This exposes the inadequacies of the GTAA 2016
which underestimates the level of need. In this particular appeal and hearing the Council’s
representatives included a consultant from the Opinion Research Services, the authors of the report,
so the Inspector had a detailed justification of the approach adopted by the GTAA (2016) from the
author, in reaching her conclusions over its shortcomings on need. We would point out that the Council
initiated a Judicial Review on this appeal decision with particular regards as to how it addressed the
need identified in the GTAA. This was refused on the first review of the papers filed. There was no
case. Unauthorised pitches 5. It is common ground with the council that the number of unauthorised
pitches in Hambleton is much larger than 2 as is contained within the GTAA.There may be disagreement
on the exact number but the fact it is a significantly higher figure, we consider, is not in dispute. 6. At
a Meeting with Mr Peter Jones of the council on 1 August 2019 in regard to unauthorised pitches it
was agreed that this was not a straightforward matter and following internal consultation on the subject
Mr. Jones would be in touch with us to agree the best way forward. This further discussion has never
happened. It should be common ground that the number of unauthorised pitches greatly exceeds that
contained within the GTAA. We remain ready to continue to discuss further with the Council a fair and
decent way of meeting existing requirements. Gypsy definition 7. The Inspector in the appeal decision
casts doubt on the low level of households interviewed that meet the gypsy and traveller definition
introduced by the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (2015) (PPTS). It is apparent that gypsies who
do not appear to meet the 2015 definition at the outset can do so when further information is known.
Households not interviewed 8. In paragraph 23 of appeal 3183496 the Inspector states: - “I am not
persuaded that this approach can necessarily be relied on to predict the need for pitches arising from
the 25 households not interviewed in Hambleton.” 9. In view of this appeal decision and others there
should be no dispute that the GTAA (2016) cannot be relied upon for a fair assessment of need. There
can be no dispute that there are a significant number of unauthorised pitches not reflected in the
document. It also has applied an overly enthusiastic application of the 2015 PPTS gypsy definition to
suppress numbers generated from new household formation which it has extended into limiting need
generated by households not interviewed. 10. This is compounded since there is also no provision
within the Local Plan for those gypsies that the council has defined as non travelling gypsies, although
they remain as part of an ethnic community who wish to live in caravans. The Inspector in the attached
Decision highlights this fact in paragraphs 18 to 19. Paragraph 19 states “... which adds to the shortage
in terms of need, particularly when gypsies can quite easily become travelling gypsies.” This still has
not been addressed in the Local Plan within the general Housing section, notwithstanding the council’s
statement at the Hearing that it would be. [See attached for full submission]
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
• Paragraph 5.74 makes reference to one of the aims of the PPTS (2015) but no reference to others
on the promotion of gypsy pitches. 19. Reference is made to the National Planning Policy for Traveller
Sites (2015) (PPTS). This has a broad range of recommendations in addition to access to services
(paragraph 4j) that should be included. This includes paragraph 4e) to promote more private traveller
site provision while recognising that there will always be those travellers who cannot provide their own
sites; 4g) for local planning authorities to ensure that their Local Plan includes fair, realistic and inclusive
policies; and 4h) to increase the number of traveller sites in appropriate locations with planning
permission, to address under provision and maintain an appropriate level of supply. In our opinion
Policy HG6 does not meet these aims. [See attached for full submission]
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Framework places a strong emphasis on the creation of high-quality buildings and places. Good
design is regarded as a key aspect of sustainable development. To this end, paragraph 125 of the
Framework requires plans to set out a clear design vision and expectations for an area in order to
provide as much certainty as possible about what is likely to be acceptable. Design policies should be
developed with local communities so that they reflect local aspirations and are grounded in an
understanding and evaluation of each area’s defining characteristics. Planning policies should ensure
that development function well and will add to the overall quality of the area over the lifetime of the
development. Schemes should be visually attractive, comprising good architecture, layout and
appropriate and effective landscaping. There is also a strong emphasis on the sense of place,
accommodating and sustaining an appropriate amount and mix of development, and to support local
facilities and transport networks. We have regard to the guidance contained in the Framework in our
following responses.
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2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Written
Representation
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Emerging Policy E1 (‘Design’) is an extensive policy which seeks to set out the mechanisms for
achieving high standards of design for all development. The policy is extremely prescriptive and requires
developers to produce a design code for ‘large scale major development’ (this being developments of
200 units or more) and also “where it is known from the outset that the site will be developed in more
than one phase or by more than one developer’’. It is not clear whether this latter requirement relates
to all development or all ‘large scale major development’ – this needs clarification. Notwithstanding
this point, the preparation of a design code at a stage where a developer may not yet be involved in
a site can lead to the creation of document which results in placing overly onerous requirements on
future developers, leading to the potential stalling of housing delivery. Therefore, to bring forward a
Plan that is effective, the Commissioners’ consider that the requirement for a design code is removed
from emerging Policy E1. As it currently reads, this policy is unsound
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Church Commissioners for England have significant landholdings within Hambleton, particularly
around Northallerton.The emerging Local Plan, in particular emerging allocation NOR1 (which currently
contains significant drafting errors), directly impacts upon our Client’s interests. In light of this and in
order to ensure that a sound Plan is prepared, the Commissioner’s wish to take part in future Hearing
sessions.
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2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
6.1.1 Policy E1 sets out the Council’s commitment to and requirements for achieving high quality
development. The role of and need for high quality and well-designed places attracts great weight in
the NPPF. Gladman is committed to securing places that are well-designed and are of high quality.
Every site promoted by Gladman seeks to achieve this, and it is recognised that providing new
developments which have high quality liveable environments is crucial in securing the delivery of a
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scheme. 6.1.2 Reviewing Policy E1, Gladman is supportive of the listed requirements citied in a to j
of the policy. Gladman is also committed to ensuring that any scheme has been subject to a robust
design process to ensure that the proposed development makes best use of a site in the best way.
6.1.3 However, Gladman is concerned about the requirement set for a Design Code for all Large-Scale
Major Developments (defined as sites of 200 dwellings or more). Gladman consider this requirement
to be excessive and not adequately justified. Gladman consider that the policy should be revised to
set out that the Council may require the preparation of a Design Code where it is justified by site specific
sensitivities, such as where the development potential affects a sensitive landscape, is located in an
area important to the setting or character of a settlement, or could be viewed from distance.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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2019-09-17 Easingwold Town Council
LPreg19-656_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We believe that excellence in design is essential for the homes that are going to be built in our
community. We wish them to be in keeping with the town and complement our townscape. However,
a specific problem for Easingwold, given its paucity of public transport (discussed later), is access to
adequate parking. When developments are considered it is essential that adequate off-road parking
is provided. Our citizens have to use cars, and too many of our roads and indeed pavements are being
blocked and rendered inaccessible at times by pressure of parking. Equally it is important that suitable
foot and cycle path access be provided and upgraded to discourage vehicular use where possible.
Another consequence of the speed of growth of Easingwold has a poor infrastructure of footpaths.
Many roads lack them completely (some even having speed bumps fully across the carriageway
blocking pedestrians and the disabled). In other places footpaths are in poor condition, end in steps
or other obstacles.
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2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support this Policy especially the requirements that proposals should:- · respond positively to their
context and draw inspiration from the key characteristics of its surroundings, and · respect and contribute
positively to local character, identity and distinctiveness in terms of form, scale, layout, height, density,
visual, appearance, visual relationships, views and vistas Overall, the Policy should help to ensure
that the distinctive character of Hambleton’s towns, villages and countryside are retained and reinforced.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
6.14 The policy includes a requirement for a design code where it is known from the outset that the
site will be developed in more than one phase or by more than one developer. It also implies that any
large scale development (defined in the draft Local Plan Glossary as 50 units or more) will be expected
to be supported by a masterplanning process, and this masterplanning process is expected to include
production of a design code. 6.15 Whilst this approach might be appropriate for large strategic sites
of 500+ dwellings it is considered that requiring a design code for any development of 50 or more
dwellings is unduly onerous. The PPG (Paragraph: 036 Reference ID: 26-036-20140306) states that
local planning authorities should consider using design codes where: they wish to coordinate design
outcomes across large or complex sites to deliver a coherent locally agreed vision; or they wish to
ensure consistency across large sites which may be in multiple ownership and/or where development
is to be phased and more than one developer and design team is likely to be involved; 6.16 Aside from
the NOR 1 allocation, the remaining allocations in the draft Local Plan are of a scale which means
they are likely to be developed by one developer. Requiring any development proposal of 50 or more
dwellings to set a design code will create unnecessary cost and delay and will only serve to replicate
matters which can be dealt with adequately through the application of policies, conditions, and
consultation with planning officers. It is considered that this requirement will ultimately reduce the rate
of delivery of new homes, and could prevent local housing needs being met To meet the test of
soundness, draft Policy E1 should be amended and the requirement for a design code should be
removed from the policy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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2019-09-17 land off Station Road LPreg19-857.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our Client considers the Policy as drafted is generally acceptable, however, they object to the
requirement for a design code to be provided for large scale major developments. A design code is
only necessary where very large sites are being proposed in outline, as a means of ensuring consistency
in design through subsequent reserved matters applications. It is not considered appropriate or
necessary to require a design code for residential developments in the District, as the scale of such
developments would not justify the requirement. Our Client therefore objects to the Policy but only on
the basis of the requirement to provide a design code. This should be deleted from the Policy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Policy is consistent with the guidance contained in the Framework; there is a clear focus on the
delivery of high-quality, integrated development which takes account of its surroundings, terms of form
and function, and re-enforcing local distinctiveness. This should provide a sound policy basis as a
starting point by which to assess development schemes on a site-by-site basis, whilst providing sufficient
flexibility for developers to respond to the different characteristics and technical considerations of a
site. Our Client is largely supportive of the Policy and its requirements. They are also pleased to note
that the requirement for a detailed masterplanning process, and design code, is only limited to those
residential sites of 200 or more dwellings. Applying this policy to all “major” residential development
schemes (10 or more dwellings) would have a significant impact on delivery timescales arising from
longer lead-in times; accordingly, the Policy as drafted is considered to be proportionate for large-scale
developments as defined in the Glossary.
Comment by

Mr Wigan (1227691)

Comment ID

LPreg19-686

Response Date

06/09/19 16:41

Consultation Point

E 1 Design (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-06 Mr Wigan - Raskelf.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client supports policy E1 which seeks to ensure that all development will be of a high quality,
integrating successfully with its surroundings in both form and function. Our client would be committed
to developing a well-designed high quality scheme at the Site in line with this policy. We consider this
policy to be well founded and to correspond with national policy relating to design and the promotion
of healthy communities.
Comment by

Local Access Forum ( Melanie Carr - 1025267)

Comment ID

LPreg19-630

Response Date

09/09/19 15:51

Consultation Point

6.16 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

NYLAF Advice Letter re Hambleton Local
Plan_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: 6.16 - Remove the phrase ‘as far as possible’
because that is insufficiently robust and does not accord with C1 2 whereby on-site parking must be
adequate in order for it to be an adoptable standard. This para could be reworded to better effect.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
6.16 - Remove the phrase ‘as far as possible’ because that is insufficiently robust and does not accord
with CI2 whereby on-site parking must be adequate in order for it to be an adoptable standard. This
para could be reworded to better effect.

Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-837
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Response Date

17/09/19 15:26

Consultation Point

E 2 Amenity (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Policy seeks to provide for and maintain a high standard of amenity for all users and occupiers,
including current and future residents. Our Client supports this approach. It is essential through the
design development process that developers give due regard to the context and surroundings of a
site. The policy criteria are specific in the key technical considerations for future development proposals.
It is questionable however whether every development proposal will be required to address each of
the criteria; this could potentially become an onerous and expensive exercise for applicants. Accordingly,
it may be prudent to introduce specific development thresholds, or make reference to the need for
early engagement during the preapplication planning process to scope out the technical requirements
and considerations of individual schemes.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
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Comment by

Mr Wigan (1227691)

Comment ID

LPreg19-687

Response Date

06/09/19 16:42

Consultation Point

E 2 Amenity (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-06 Mr Wigan - Raskelf.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support the aims of policy E2 which further build upon the objective of building a high quality
environment by expecting all development to provide and maintain a high standard of amenity for all
existing and future occupants. We consider this policy to be well founded and to further develop the
plans accordance with national policy, promoting healthy communities.
Comment by

Church Commissioners for England ( - 1049922)

Comment ID

LPreg19-949

Response Date

17/09/19 11:44

Consultation Point

E 3: The Natural Environment (View)

Status

Processed
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Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Form
LPreg19-941
2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Written
Representation

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Under emerging Policy E3 (‘The Natural Environment’) it is identified that proposals that may harm a
designated site of importance or nature conservation, local geological site, or a non-designated site
or feature of biodiversity interest, will only be supported where (inter alia) the, “biodiversity offsetting
metric is used to demonstrate that a proposal will deliver a net gain for biodiversity”. There is no
clarification as to what metric or what guidance should be used in order to determine the level of net
loss/gain. This should be provided to ensure that the policy can be effectively implemented and is
sound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Church Commissioners for England have significant landholdings within Hambleton, particularly
around Northallerton.The emerging Local Plan, in particular emerging allocation NOR1 (which currently
contains significant drafting errors), directly impacts upon our Client’s interests. In light of this and in
order to ensure that a sound Plan is prepared, the Commissioner’s wish to take part in future Hearing
sessions.
Comment by

Natural England ( Kate Wheeler - 1204503)

Comment ID

LPreg19-969

Response Date

17/09/19 09:35

Consultation Point

E 3: The Natural Environment (View)

Status
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Files

2019-09-17 Natural England LPreg 19-969.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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The Sustainability Appraisal will need to cross reference closely with the Local Plan document, in
particular Policy EC 3 which includes net gain but again lacks detail. However this is something that
can be worked on and this is clearly recognised by Hambleton LPA with the aspiration to complete an
associated SPD which provides the opportunity to develop a detailed document on net gain. Natural
England can offer support and advice to you on this.
Comment by

Local Access Forum ( Melanie Carr - 1025267)

Comment ID

LPreg19-632

Response Date

09/09/19 15:54

Consultation Point

E 4: Green Infrastructure (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

NYLAF Advice Letter re Hambleton Local
Plan_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: E4 b - The use of the word ‘links’ does not
clearly mean paths; ambiguity should be avoided. We therefore suggest the words ‘for example with

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 195

multi-user paths’ be inserted after the word ‘site’. Page 125 6.52 - Insert ‘with public access’ after the
word ‘network’. Otherwise this might be narrowly interpreted as linked green features alone.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
E4 b - The use of the word ‘links’ does not clearly mean paths; ambiguity should be avoided. We
therefore suggest the words ‘for example with multi-user paths’ be inserted after the word ‘site’.

Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)

Comment ID

LPreg19-900

Response Date

17/09/19 15:27

Consultation Point

E 4: Green Infrastructure (View)

Status
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Submission Type

Email
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Files

2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
6.2.1 Policy E4 sets out how the Council will seek to retain and improve Green Infrastructure in the
District. Gladman is supportive of the listed means of securing this cited in parts a to e of the Policy,
however to ensure that the Policy can be implemented proportionately to the scale and type of
development proposals likely during the plan period, the policy should be reworded to apply “where
possible".
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Michelle Saunders (1229775)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1055

Response Date

17/09/19 15:23

Consultation Point

E 4: Green Infrastructure (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 IDP and Local Plan NYCC
Comments_LPReg 19-976 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Landscape These comments relate to promoting the wider multi-functional benefits of Green and Blue
Infrastructure! such as reducing flood risk, adapting to climate change or health and wellbeing. There
may be potential to better link the plan documents to each other and NPPF in this respect.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-838

Response Date

17/09/19 15:29

Consultation Point

E 4 Green Infrastructure (View)
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Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Paragraphs 20 and 91(c) of the Framework make specific reference to the need for policies to facilitate
the delivery of green infrastructure as part of the creation of sustainable communities. This is seen as
having a key role to play in enabling and supporting healthy lifestyles. To this end, this Policy is
consistent with the Framework. It is noted that Part (a) of the Policy requires development proposals
to incorporate and where possible enhance existing green infrastructure, alongside the provision of a
landscape scheme. Our Client has no objection to this approach; however, it will be important to ensure
that the quantum of green infrastructure which is required within a site is proportionate to the scale of
the proposed development and does not result in a lower net developable area (which in turn could
impact on capacity, viability and deliverability). It is noted that specific policy requirements on the
provision of open space within a development sites are set out under Policy CI3; we comment on this
later in this Representation.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

ENGLAND LYLE GOOD ( Kebbell Development Ltd
- 1053354)

Comment ID

LPreg19-849

Response Date

16/09/19 14:12

Consultation Point

E 4 Green Infrastructure (View)

Status
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Email
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Files

2019-09-16 E4 Kebble Dev Ltd_redacted
LPreg19-849.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The re-use of the Union Mill and any associated development on its car park will have no impact on
the wider landscape setting of the town the both are enclosed within the existing urban form of the
town. Development on the two fields to the east will extend the built up area into the surrounding
countryside, however the likely impact would be very limited, with only the 2 small fields being altered.
The site can be developed in line with Policy E4 providing a sensitive transition between the edge of
the built form and the wider landscape before reaching the A172, continuing the line of development
from the west, whilst providing a more robust and defensible edge to built form. The site also offers
the opportunity to provide links from the historic streetscape to the wider landscape to the south, and
to provide multi-functional green space as part of the wider development layout, contributing to the
green infrastructure in line with Policy E4. The site offers the opportunity to develop a high quality
residential development which retains the boundary vegetation and can further contribute to the amount
and species diversity of the vegetation in this location in line with Policy E7. It is noted that current
views north to the southern edge of Stokesley from the A172 to the south are already effectively
screened by mature perimeter hedges and hedgerows trees associated with the southern and eastern
edges of the development site. In addition to this, the flat topography of the location means that
opportunities for vantage points are very limited and as such wider views to the site from the surrounding
landscape are restricted to only glimpse view through gaps in boundary vegetation. As existing trees
and hedgerows are to be retained and the allocation of this site for development would not extend the
urban area of Stokesley any further to the south than the existing southward extent of development
provided by housing in Leven Mews, Malvern Drive and Rose Hill Way, the development of the Union
Mill/Levenside site will not compromise or weaken this position and will provide the opportunity for
additional landscaping and planting on land within our client’s control but which is not proposed for
development. Any potential longer distance views gained from further afield will be seen in the context
of the existing built form of Stokesley and would be barely perceptible as long as boundary vegetation
is retained. 3.4 Equally views south from the built development on the southern edge of Levenside
are screened by the same hedgerows and hedgerow trees thereby curtailing longer distance views
to/from the North York Moors/ Cleveland Hills. Any views into the site from the edge of Stokesley are
short range and in close proximity only and would be limited to the extent of the fields only, with very
limited potential for wide ranging views due to the contained nature of the site. It is noted that the Draft
Local Plan includes the development site within a Green Infrastructure Corridor that washed over the
town as a whole and much of the surrounding land (Policy E4). This is not a landscape protection
policy but seeks to achieve wider net biodiversity and environmental gains. The allocation of this site
for housing would not compromise the objectives of this policy but would be complaint as development
of part of this are would allow for the opportunity to secure net gains to the wider green infrastructure
network on the remaining land controlled by our client, through landscaping planting and habitat creation
etc.
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Comment by

Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) (
Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) 1229417)

Comment ID

LPreg19-866

Response Date

17/09/19 16:50

Consultation Point

E 4 Green Infrastructure (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 land off Station Road LPreg19-857.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our Client is generally supportive of the Council’s aspirations to protect existing green infrastructure
and to secure enhancements where possible. However, part (a) of the policy requires the provision of
landscaping schemes as part of new development proposals. Whilst our Client is not averse to providing
such enhancements, the policy should state that it is subject to viability.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
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Comment by

Trustees of The Lady Milnes Coates June 1987
Settlement (1227682)

Comment ID

LPreg19-664

Response Date

17/09/19 15:33

Consultation Point

E 4 Green Infrastructure (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 Lady Milnes Coates Settlement.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Trustees acknowledge that a considerable amount of the Estate’s land is designated as within a
Green Infrastructure corridor. They agree and support that this shouldn’t restrict the principle of
development on this land (subject to other Local Plan policies) but shape any development which is
proposed.
Comment by

Canal & River Trust (Mr Simon Tucker - 1103273)

Comment ID

LPreg19-136

Response Date

30/08/19 11:16

Consultation Point

E 4 Green Infrastructure (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Canal & River Trust We are the charity who look after and bring to life 2000 miles of canals &
rivers. Our waterways contribute to the health and wellbeing of local communities and economies,
creating attractive and connected places to live, work, volunteer and spend leisure time. These historic,
natural and cultural assets form part of the strategic and local green-blue infrastructure network, linking
urban and rural communities as well as habitats. By caring for our waterways and promoting their use
we believe we can improve the wellbeing of our nation. The Trust is navigation authority for parts of
the River Ouse and River Ure which run through the authority area. These waterways form part of the
wider Green Infrastructure network within the District. We support approaches which seek to enhance
the public's access to our resources and the engagement of new development with our network. We
therefore welcome the policy wording proposed, which promotes the integration of new development
with Green Infrastructure and the development of public rights of way. We believe this will make the
Local Plan more effective in promoting access to the GI network and in promoting active travel and
recreation, which we believe would benefit the wellbeing of residents.
Comment by

Local Access Forum ( Melanie Carr - 1025267)

Comment ID

LPreg19-733

Response Date

09/09/19 14:08

Consultation Point

6.52 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed
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Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

NYLAF Advice Letter re Hambleton Local
Plan_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: 6.52 - Insert ‘with public access’ after the
word ‘network’. Otherwise this might be narrowly interpreted as linked green features alone.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 204

It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
6.52 - Insert ‘with public access’ after the word ‘network’. Otherwise this might be narrowly interpreted
as linked green features alone.

Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)

Comment ID

LPreg19-902

Response Date

17/09/19 15:29

Consultation Point

E 5: Development Affecting Heritage Assets (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
6.3.1 Policy E5 establishes the Council’s approach to developments which are considered to affect
heritage assets. The Policy provides helpful clarifications regarding the required content of Heritage
Statements and is useful in setting out the ways in which development affecting heritage assets will
be supported by the local authorities. 6.3.2 As drafted, Policy E5 sets out that Harm to elements that
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contribute to the significance of a designated heritage asset.. will be supported only where it is clearly
justified and outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal. To reflect the NPPF fully and avoid
confusion, the policy should be revised to set out that “development resulting in less substantial harm
to elements that contribute to the significance of a designated heritage asset.. will be supported only
where it is clearly justified and outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal”.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The policy should be revised to set out that “development resulting in less substantial harm to elements
that contribute to the significance of a designated heritage asset.. will be supported only where it is
clearly justified and outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal”.

Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-579

Response Date

03/09/19 14:09

Consultation Point

E 5: Development Affecting Heritage Assets (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 206

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Whilst we wholeheartedly support the intentions of this Policy and would endorse much of its content,
in some areas this Policy repeats what is already included in the Strategic Policy S7. The opening
Paragraph (requiring a proposals to demonstrate the potential for harm to the historic environment)
could be read as applying to all applications whereas it is only those where investigations show that
the proposal is likely to have some impact upon the significance of a heritage asset that one will be
required. The Paragraph relating to archaeological assessments would be more logically located at
the beginning of this Policy following the part of the Policy which relates to Heritage Statements
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Amend Policy E5 as follows:-(a) Heritage assets and their settings, delete the first sentence(b) Delete
the Paragraph beginning “Harm to elements that contribute etc…”(c) Delete the Paragraph beginning
“Proposals which would remove, harm etc…”(d) Delete the Paragraph beginning “Schemes that help
to ensure etc…”(e) Move the Paragraph relating to Archaeology to follow that part of the Policy that
deals with Heritage Statements

Comment by

Michelle Saunders (1229775)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1054

Response Date

17/09/19 15:20

Consultation Point

E 5: Development Affecting Heritage Assets (View)
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2019-09-17 IDP and Local Plan NYCC
Comments_LPReg 19-976 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Archaeology We support the document and that we look forward to working with them to implement
the policies.
Comment by

David Holmes Properties Ltd (Mr David Holmes 1025236)

Comment ID

LPreg19-938

Response Date

17/09/19 16:44

Consultation Point

E 5 Development Affecting Heritage Assets (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 David Holmes Properties LPreg19-936.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
David Holmes Properties Limited objects to the wording of Policy S7 [see LPreg19-937] and E5, in
particular the following paragraphs: Policy E5: “Harm to elements that contribute to the significance
of a designated heritage asset or archaeological site of national importance will be supported only
where it is clearly justified and outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal. Substantial harm or
total loss to the significance of such assets will be supported only in exceptional circumstances.
Proposals which would remove, harm or undermine the significance of a non-designated heritage
asset will be permitted only where the benefits of the development outweigh the harm.” The wording
should be amended so it is in line with paragraph 196 of NPPF to state, “A proposal affecting a
designated heritage asset (or an archaeological site of national importance) must conserve those
elements which contribute to its significance. Where a development proposal will lead to less than
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed
against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable
use.”.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
David Holmes Properties Limited would like the opportunity to attend any hearing session relevant to
Land at Skottowe Crescent to answer any questions the Inspector may have on the site and also
defend any objections from third parties.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-581

Response Date

03/09/19 14:17

Consultation Point

E 6: Nationally Protected Landscapes (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support this Policy which will help to ensure that the character of these important landscapes are
appropriately protected
Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)

Comment ID

LPreg19-903

Response Date

17/09/19 15:31

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 210

Consultation Point

E 6 Nationally Protected Landscapes (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
6.4.1 Policy E6 sets out the Council’s approach in relation to development within or affecting nationally
protected landscapes including National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).
Gladman is largely supportive of the policy as drafted, however in relation to guidance provided under
point c of the policy, consider that the wording could be altered to be more positively prepared to reflect
the content of PPG, which sets out the need for development with the setting of National Parks/AONBs
to have sensitive handing to take potential impacts on the setting into account. Gladman consider that
the inclusion of this guidance within the policy will assist applicants and decision makers in ensure
that development which comes forward in these areas is suitable and can be approved.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Comment by

ENGLAND LYLE GOOD ( Kebbell Development Ltd
- 1053354)

Comment ID

LPreg19-851

Response Date

16/09/19 14:19

Consultation Point

E 7: Hambleton's Landscapes (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-16 E7 Kebble Dev Ltd_redacted
LPreg19-851.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The re-use of the Union Mill and any associated development on its car park will have no impact on
the wider landscape setting of the town the both are enclosed within the existing urban form of the
town. Development on the two fields to the east will extend the built up area into the surrounding
countryside, however the likely impact would be very limited, with only the 2 small fields being altered.
The site can be developed in line with Policy E4 providing a sensitive transition between the edge of
the built form and the wider landscape before reaching the A172, continuing the line of development
from the west, whilst providing a more robust and defensible edge to built form. The site also offers
the opportunity to provide links from the historic streetscape to the wider landscape to the south, and
to provide multi-functional green space as part of the wider development layout, contributing to the
green infrastructure in line with Policy E4. The site offers the opportunity to develop a high quality
residential development which retains the boundary vegetation and can further contribute to the amount
and species diversity of the vegetation in this location in line with Policy E7. In terms of Policy E7
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Hambleton’s Landscape it is considered that development on the Union Mill/ Levenside site will be of
a scale, appearance and character that will conserve the distinctive landscape setting of Stokesley
and provide the opportunity for further landscape improvement. It would therefore be policy compliant.
Comment by

CPRE ( - 1226618)

Comment ID

LPreg19-453

Response Date

20/08/19 15:23

Consultation Point

E 7: Hambleton's Landscapes (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-08-20 CPRE LPreg19-438 451 453 454.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
CPRENorthYorkshire strongly support the recognition given to the outstanding quality of the natural
environment in Hambleton through the emerging Local Plan. CPRE, both nationally and locally campaign
to protect the special qualities of the ‘ordinary’ countryside – that is, those areas which are not
designated nationally but still have important roles to play, often offering amenity and recreation value
to local communities alongside economic functions. The landscape contained within the district of
Hambleton, both within the nationally designated areas of the National Park and two AONBs and out
with them, is unique to this part of North Yorkshire and as such Policy E7 is especially welcomed. In
a similar way, policies relating to the protection and enhancement of designated sites and species,
green infrastructure and the designation of Local Green Spaces are supported. It is recognised that
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open space and green corridors are not only vital ecological habitats but also essential for quality of
life and well-being to many residential communities.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-582

Response Date

03/09/19 14:18

Consultation Point

E 7 Hambleton's Landscapes (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support this Policy which will help to ensure that development proposals minimise harm to the
distinctive landscape and townscape character of the Plan area
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Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-839

Response Date

17/09/19 16:05

Consultation Point

E 7 Hambleton's Landscapes (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
It is noted that this Policy sets out specific criteria in relation to the loss of existing trees, hedgerows
and woodland. Our Client’s supports the aspiration to retain existing natural features as part of new
developments, where this is possible. Naturally however, there are instances where this is not the
case. The provision of compensatory/replacement planting is, therefore, a concept which our Client
is agreeable to. However, they do note the reference in Part (g) of the Policy to the requirement for a
replanting scheme to include new large native trees; there appears to be a lack of flexibility in this
Policy as drafted, as the provision of such trees may not be appropriate for all sites taking account of
their context and surroundings. Accordingly, it is considered that the words “where appropriate” should
be added to this part of the Policy to allow for site-specific considerations to be taken into account.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
it is considered that the words “where appropriate” should be added to this part of the Policy to allow
for site-specific considerations to be taken into account.

Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-840

Response Date

17/09/19 16:07

Consultation Point

7 Infrastructure and Community Services (View)

Status

Processed
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Email
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Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our Client acknowledges that the Council’s proposed development strategy will naturally increase
pressure on local infrastructure and services. Accordingly, it is appropriate and prudent to ensure that
plans are afoot to ensure that infrastructure continues to develop in parallel to support the District’s
economic and housing growth aspirations.
Comment by

Community First Yorkshire (Mrs Caroline O'Neill 1224989)

Comment ID

LPreg19-231

Response Date

12/09/19 18:51

Consultation Point

7.1 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.6

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Action to support bringing about inclusive communities, involving households across age, gender,
ethnicity for example, within neighbourhoods. A clear plan needs to be included which identifies how
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communities will be supported to be more integrated through social and community networks, with
reference to the local assets to be developed, enhanced or accessed as part of the wider local offer
to households. We would welcome more explicit reference to the importance of including assessment
to take account of leisure, health and engagement in community activities, within an overall planning
framework. Public and community assets must be sufficient to support population growth and changes
in the demographic make-up which may come about. This assessment is relevant to both rural and
urban development, but must also recognise ancillary local service needs especially in rural areas,
where public transport, financial and health services may not be in place as a result of market failure.
Planning agreement has a significant contribution to make to the wellbeing and integration of diverse
populations within communities. Across North Yorkshire this is exemplified in our rural areas, National
Parks, coastal communities and in Areas of Outstanding Beauty. Market town and town centre planning
should take into account the need for access to essential services, banks, retail and opportunities for
social interaction and entertainment. Across Hambleton the market towns have unique and distinct
qualities and attributes on which to build their appeal as places to live, work and visit. Their appeal will
ensure sustainability of local services and as service hubs for surrounding localities. To access these
'centres' integrated transport is need for people living in the rural parts of the district. Access to transport
is essential for all ages to ensure diverse populations can live in more rural and isolated areas. Linked
to creating sustainable energy systems, market tows as local vehicle charging centres would not only
provide a valuable service but also create reasons for visiting. There needs to be appropriate investment
infrastructure support available to neighbourhood planning/community groups to keep their planning
documents updated and relevant, and help to keep and attract new people to be engaged in helping
to shape the vision and identification of needs to sustain and grow vibrant communities. This is a
particularly important part of increasing people’s engagement, as set out in the Government's Civil
Society Strategy, to enable existing and new members of communities share their views and thinking
about the future. We ask that a 'Rural proofing' assessment is undertaken for all developments and
the overall plan, to ensure rural communities and their needs are not in anyway overlooked.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Communities will be supported to undertake an assessment,taking of the local public and community
assets including leisure, health and community activities, to identify if they are sufficient to support
population growth and changes in the demographic make-up community and how local assets can be
developed or enhanced. This community planning work will enable engagement and ownership by
everyone, in line with thinking detailed in the Government's Civil Society Strategy, and enable existing
and new members of communities share their views and thinking about the future.
Market town as service hubs will be part of planning and access to services such as banks, health,
electric charging points for vehicles, leisure and retail, will be part of planning integrated transport
systems.
Planning will adopt a model to undertake a 'rural proofing' assessment to ensure rural communities
are supported appropriately.
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The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land ( - 1229420)

Comment ID

LPreg19-874

Response Date

17/09/19 17:07

Consultation Point

CI 1: Infrastructure Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.17

Files

Part 1 Litchfields LPreg19-861.PDF

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
6.18 Taylor Wimpey considers that draft Policy CI1 should be amended to refer to the Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) within the wording of the policy. Part b) of the policy should be amended to
state that developers would be required to provide, or meet the costs of providing, the infrastructure,
facilities and/ or mitigation necessary to make their proposed developments acceptable in planning
terms only where this infrastructure is not delivered by the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). 6.19
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To meet the test of soundness, draft Policy CI1 should be amended to refer to the infrastructure
requirements which are covered by the adoption of CIL
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Church Commissioners for England ( - 1049922)

Comment ID

LPreg19-950

Response Date

17/09/19 11:47

Consultation Point

CI 1: Infrastructure Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Form
LPreg19-941
2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Written
Representation

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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The wording of emerging Policy CI1 (‘Infrastructure Delivery’) is not currently positively worded, stating
that, “Planning permission will refused” for proposals where it appears that sites have been deliberately
subdivided in order to avoid the requirements of any policy that requires developer contributions above
a specified threshold. This should be amended to ensure that the Plan is considered sound. Paragraph
7.12 of the supporting text to the policy identifies that junction improvements may be required as a
result of the allocation of a site within the Plan. However, the scale and nature of the requirements will
only be confirmed “following detailed modelling of the local road network to be completed by North
Yorkshire County Council (NYCC) and will be incorporated into the review of the plan (no more than
five years from adoption)”. The supporting text goes on to identify that proposals that come forward in
advance of the Plan review, will need to assess the proposed development with other relevant local
plan sites in order not to prejudice the delivery of development required during the Plan period.
Understanding this at the point of the Local Plan being adopted, rather then it being for the developer
to ascertain, it fundamental to ensuring a sound Plan. The Commissioners consider that such an
approach will result in uncertainty around the deliverability of strategic development across the district,
making the Plan as it is currently prepared, unsound as it is not justified.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Church Commissioners for England have significant landholdings within Hambleton, particularly
around Northallerton.The emerging Local Plan, in particular emerging allocation NOR1 (which currently
contains significant drafting errors), directly impacts upon our Client’s interests. In light of this and in
order to ensure that a sound Plan is prepared, the Commissioner’s wish to take part in future Hearing
sessions.
Comment by

Easingwold Town Council (Mrs J Bentley - 1025359)

Comment ID

LPreg19-768

Response Date

17/09/19 12:16

Consultation Point

CI 1: Infrastructure Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 Easingwold Town Council
LPreg19-656_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Health & Well Being We would confirm that, for Easingwold, the quality of life is accurately recognised
as being good. Our older people are generally active, healthy and relatively wealthy retirees, many of
them are mortgage free. Our role as the primary local service centre means that many of our town’s
facilities are favourable, generally sound and more extensive than in many other towns of equivalent
size. There are, however, some significant health issues to be addressed. Some are mentioned in the
section on Population above. We are concerned for the medical and social care provisions in the town,
which are disjointed and variously occupied. The excellence of clinicians is being let down by the
infrastructure to support them. Whilst our Millfield Surgery is badly overstretched and Springfield Court
full, Tanpit Lodge, the Paradise Medical Centre and St. Monica’s hospital are all underused. We lack
adequate provision for dentistry. There is no facility for dispersed / remote medical consultations. Much
of the social care comes from the voluntary sector, especially via EDCCA (Easingwold & District
Community Care Association). The new Local Plan suggests the creation of a new Health Hub in the
town, one provided in conjunction with the NHS, without putting any firm plans or land provisions in
place. ETC would like to see these comments rapidly crystalized into a viable action plan for its recently
increased population. We are going to need much stronger resources available within the town to help
keep our aging population staying in their existing homes or those into which they may downsize too.
Whilst many of these homes may be privately owned, the owners are likely to be ‘asset-rich and
cash-poor’ meaning that they will struggle to afford the upgrades needed to accommodate the
Government’s wish for them to stay independent. We can see no provision within the plan for support
to these residents, nor incremental provision of carers to attend to their growing needs. We are going
to need increased social services support to keep our aging population secure whilst living in their
homes. Whilst this resource is needed, as expressed above, we would also like to see incremental
nursing/care home spaces being planned as the population ages. Whilst ETC notes that: No feedback
has been received from the CCG that would indicate a particular requirement for additional healthcare
facilities as part of development. , Easingwold Town Council doubts that this is the case with the
significant changes in the population mix that are expected in Easingwold within the life of this Local
Plan. ETC believes that a local study of what Easingwold’s true needs are should be urgently made
and appropriate provision made within the Local Plan. Environment/Environmental & Resource
Management Easingwold is well known for the quality of the environment in the town and its surrounding
area. ETC welcomes all efforts to conserve this situation in a realistic manner. In its vision documents
ETC has expressed a desire to conserve the best and improve the rest. Whilst the Easingwold
conservation area’s visual impact is important to the town, as the town grows and changes it must
meet the needs of its population and to assure the vibrancy of the town for the future. This means
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seeking to retain the overall town ambience whilst making the necessary adaptations needed to
accommodate the requirements of 21st century life. No substantive provision is made within the draft
Local Plan to support the maintenance and improvement of the Easingwold’s infrastructure and
environment as it absorbs its recent and current rate of growth. Easingwold needs considerable financial
and resource support from HDC to offset the effects of growth on the town and these have not been
adequately forthcoming under the lapsed LDF nor are they proposed under the coming Local Plan. In
this regard, ETC has made town centre accessibility its highest priority for the use of its 15% of CIL
monies (and reserves if necessary). This means the completion and refurbishment to the network of
flat footpaths around the town square. This is essential as in many areas the cobbles in place force
the disabled, less able, toddlers etc. to walk in the roads to avoid the uneven surfaces. In addition to
this the cobbles themselves, whilst being attractive, are laid on a sand bedding. This makes them
unsuitable for modern traffic and excessively difficult to maintain. They are suffering from frequent
breaking up, loose cobbles and subsidence. This situation is exacerbated by the growth of the town
and the increasing pressure on the centre. The plan contains no provision to refurbish the cobbled
areas and make them fit for purpose. At the same time the main car park is gradually suffering from
subsidence and wear and tear, it too will require substantial investment during the period of the new
plan. The car parking and traffic management situation is becoming increasingly challenging as a result
of the population pressures noted previously. Such is the concern over this that ETC, HDC and NYCC
are jointly planning a parking and traffic management consultation in Easingwold in 2019/2020. Should
the Paradise Medical Centre on Crabmill Lane become available, ETC would request that it is purchased
for the town and turned into an overspill car park of the type long available in all the rest of the district’s
market towns. The draft Local Plan makes no provision to reserve this key asset for the town. Its’
availability would enable a more structured traffic and parking management system to be introduced
across the town centre. Given the paucity of public transport in Easingwold, the growth of the town
and dependence of cars for mobility, this is an investment that is seen as essential to relieve the effects
of the LDF and the new Local Plan on the town as well as to stimulate our town centre economy and
maximise our footfall. Lowering the density of vehicles from our market square will enhance Easingwold’s
growing evolution as a place to enjoy in its own right, thus encouraging more patronage of our
businesses. Flooding & Drainage: With regard to flooding and sewage, Easingwold suffers from some
significant problems that need to be resolved as soon as possible. With regard to flooding, we must
mention the flooding which regularly occurs in heavy rainfall down Oulston Road, through Back Lane
and into Highland Court. Neither the Persimmon nor Keir sites currently under development are likely
to be immune from these water flows. Incrementally, water passing through the town square accumulates
in Crabmill Lane. Solutions for handling these issues need to be urgently found. Another issue in heavy
rainfall is caused by the combined sewers running through much of the older town and especially down
Long Street. Heavy rainfall causes sewage to be deposited in the street, gardens and, on occasion,
has flooded the secondary school. This must be corrected. Allied to this, the emergency CSO that
goes into Leasmires Beck (which will soon be receiving waters for the new Persimmon and Keir
developments as well) now frequently pumps raw sewage into the watercourse. Whilst a licence to do
this may be in place, the degree to which it happens is highly undesirable. In fact, Leasmires Back
itself has several pinch points, which make it unsuitable for its purpose of removing surface waters
from large areas of the town and this also needs to be corrected in order to reduce the back pressure
on the town’s drainage system. To our regret, The draft Local Plan contains little to give hope that
these matters are ever going to be adequately addressed. From the Yorkshire Water (YW) Plans
included, ETC notes that YW has commenced business planning for AMP7, for 2020 to 2025. YW
have informed HDC that investment in AMP7 will be set to maintain the existing water supply and
sewerage network and allow for growth. However, they have also indicated that: No investigative work
or actual works until post 2020 in Easingwold. The nature of works is yet to be determined. ETC
considers this to be totally inadequate response.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
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Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See above.

Comment by

Tanfield Lodge Estate ( - 1049685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-999

Response Date

17/09/19 12:50

Consultation Point

CI 1 Infrastructure Delivery (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
This Policy is underpinned by an infrastructure delivery plan which it is noted at figure 14 suggests
that the St Nicholas Church of England School at West Tanfield may have a shortfall in provision in
its school roll. It is important that the Local Plan promotes sufficient development within West Tanfield
and surrounding villages, to ensure the vitality of this community facility is maintained.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr Wigan (1227691)

Comment ID

LPreg19-688

Response Date

06/09/19 16:43
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CI 1 Infrastructure Delivery (View)
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2019-09-06 Mr Wigan - Raskelf.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
Our client broadly supports the policy and the aspiration to ensure development is sufficiently supported
by the timely delivery of necessary facilities and infrastructure. However, they consider that an assurance
is needed that any contributions sought from developers should not jeopardise the viability of any
scheme coming forward. We believe as the policy is currently drafted, there is not sufficient consideration
to the substantial risk that could be proposed to the viability of development. At this stage we therefore
object to Policy CI1 and propose that this policy should account for the overall viability of schemes
coming forward.
Comment by

Network Rail ( Frances Cunningham - 1054420)

Comment ID

LPreg19-519

Response Date
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2019-09-17 - Frances Cunningham - Network
Rail_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Thank you for inviting Network Rail to comment on the draft publication of the Hambleton plan. Network
Rail’s comments relate to the soundness of the local plan and we identify some shortfalls in the
effectiveness of the plan, particularly in terms of working with the strategic aims of Network Rail as
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the statutory body responsible for the delivery of rail infrastructure. We believe that the plan is ineffective
in the way that it does not address the issues previously raised by Network Rail in relation to rail safety
- particularly in relation to the safety of level crossings. As you aware there are a number of level
crossings within Hambleton, with both vehicular and pedestrian/bridleway only crossings. Over recent
years due to the extensive development (particularly within Northallerton) there has been increased
pressure upon these crossings. As such we feel justified that the infrastructure policies should make
specific reference to level crossing safety. To ensure that the plan is sound we would suggest that the
council gives due consideration to the amendment of policy C1 – Infrastructure Delivery as set out
below. Alternatively the text could be added as bullet point K in policy CI 2 Transport and Accessibility
if the council deemed this a more appropriate location.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
CI 1 Infrastructure DeliveryInfrastructure DeliveryThe Council will seek to ensure that development is
supported by the timely delivery of necessary infrastructure and facilities by:a. requiring that proposals
for development are capable of being accommodated by existing or planned infrastructure and services
and do not have an unacceptably harmful impact on existing systems, established by appropriate
assessment or investigatory work;b. requiring developers to provide, or meet the costs of providing,
the infrastructure, facilities and/ or mitigation necessary to make their proposed developments acceptable
in planning terms;c. ensuring suitable arrangements are made for ongoing maintenance where
infrastructure and facilities are directly provided as part of the development concerned;d. requiring that
the delivery of development is coordinated with the delivery of new or improved infrastructure and
services and causes minimal disruption to existing provision; ande. working with developers and
infrastructure/ service providers to identify viable solutions for the delivery of infrastructure and services
to support sustainable development;f. Developments in the vicinity of level crossing (both vehicular
and pedestrian) will be expected to assess the potential increase in risk at each crossing affected and
indicate the appropriate mitigation required to reduce or remove such risks.Planning permission will
be refused for proposals where it appears that a larger site has been deliberately sub-divided into
smaller parcels in order to avoid the requirements of any policy that requires developer contributions
above a specified threshold, such as for affordable housing.The nature and scale of planning obligations
sought will depend on the form of development and the impact it is considered to have upon the
surrounding area on the basis of documentary evidence. Requirements should be provided on site,
but may be provided off site with the agreement of the Council and relevant service providers.

Comment by

Local Access Forum ( Melanie Carr - 1025267)

Comment ID

LPreg19-633

Response Date

09/09/19 15:58
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Consultation Point

7.13 Paragraph (View)
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NYLAF Advice Letter re Hambleton Local
Plan_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Page 137 7.13 - All transport assessments should include provision for sustainable transport modes
as the needs of all road users must be addressed which is advice contained in PPG 13 and still bites.
We would therefore insert the sentence ‘This should include provision for cycling’ in the third line of
the paragraph after the word ‘supported’.
Comment by

Church Commissioners for England ( - 1049922)

Comment ID

LPreg19-951

Response Date

17/09/19 11:50

Consultation Point

CI 2: Transport and Accessibility (View)
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2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Form
LPreg19-941
2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Written
Representation

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In order to ensure consistency with the NPPF and therefore be sound, emerging Policy CI2 (‘Transport
and Accessibility’) should reference paragraph 109 of the Framework, which states that “development
should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact
on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe”.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Church Commissioners for England have significant landholdings within Hambleton, particularly
around Northallerton.The emerging Local Plan, in particular emerging allocation NOR1 (which currently
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contains significant drafting errors), directly impacts upon our Client’s interests. In light of this and in
order to ensure that a sound Plan is prepared, the Commissioner’s wish to take part in future Hearing
sessions.
Comment by

Easingwold Town Council (Mrs J Bentley - 1025359)

Comment ID

LPreg19-764

Response Date
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2019-09-17 Easingwold Town Council
LPreg19-656_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We believe that excellence in design is essential for the homes that are going to be built in our
community. We wish them to be in keeping with the town and complement our townscape. However,
a specific problem for Easingwold, given its paucity of public transport (discussed later), is access to
adequate parking. When developments are considered it is essential that adequate off-road parking
is provided. Our citizens have to use cars, and too many of our roads and indeed pavements are being
blocked and rendered inaccessible at times by pressure of parking. Equally it is important that suitable
foot and cycle path access be provided and upgraded to discourage vehicular use where possible.
Another consequence of the speed of growth of Easingwold has a poor infrastructure of footpaths.
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Many roads lack them completely (some even having speed bumps fully across the carriageway
blocking pedestrians and the disabled). In other places footpaths are in poor condition, end in steps
or other obstacles. HDC correctly states that ‘there is a high reliance on the private car in the district,
particularly in rural areas and in and around Easingwold and Stokesley, where there are limited
alternative sustainable travel options.’ ETC believe that Easingwold needs significant support to create
a more credible parking and traffic management solution for the town centre along with an overspill
car park.This is in addition to addressing the paucity of public transport available to and from Easingwold
and especially the surrounding villages and rural community for which it provides services. Even as it
grows, Easingwold’s public transport provision gets ever worse and the draft plan presents no attempt
to remedy this. It lacks the expected travel options other than the private car assumed for a Service
Centre”. Population growth and its age profile are exacerbating this transport situation in the town.
The local bus routes are constantly losing services and their availability is often being restricted to
peak times only. This is especially acute for Easingwold’s role as a local service centre, as buses from
the villages that the town is expected to support are becoming ever rarer. This lack of availability of
public transport needs to be urgently addressed. Many of the villages that lie within our settlement
hierarchy have very limited public transport access to Easingwold and some none at all. This harms
both Easingwolds economy and the life quality of village residents. Easingwold together with its
catchment villages, (which house the majority of the area’s population) are an extended rural community.
The villagers need and indeed desire access to Easingwold’s services. From an environmental and
social perspective there is a need to minimise the use of provide cars. Thus, allowing public transport
provision to decline against rising demand is perverse! Whilst, large, private buses may not be viable,
a sustainable rural public transport solution must be found and provided and suitably funded. Servicing
Emergency Access: ETC are concerned that too many of our roads and homes have inadequate
off-street parking, despite the community’s reliance on the private car. This leads to high levels of
on-street parking and blockages. These affect emergency vehicles, but more often buses, delivery
and refuse trucks etc. who seriously struggle to reach their destinations. It is essential that all new
developments have lots of off- road parking (even if it means no garages). This is especially true for
any windfall sites that infill existing residential roads. This must be defined within the draft Local Plan.
Parking & Charging Provision: With more and more cars on Easingwold’s roads, resolving the ad hoc
parking and traffic management issues in the town is essential. An overspill car park in addition to the
existing car parks and on-street parking is essential. Whilst there is not yet congestion, there are safety
concerns, displacement issues, effects on the viability of the retail area and on the ability to act as a
service centre for the villages. Within the car parks there are currently no charging points available for
electric cars and these are not provided for in the draft Local Plan, despite the Government commitment
to significantly reduce use of fossil fuelled cars within the term of the plan. Footpaths & Cycle Routes:
Provision of footpaths and cycle routes needs to be improved. Many footpaths are in very poor condition,
end in grass or drops or don’t exist. In several roads lacking footpaths (for example Back Lane) the
condition of the roads is poor with many potholes at the sides and traffic calmers placed across the
whole carriageway. This creates an unnecessary obstacle course for pedestrians (especially the less
mobile or disabled) in these roads and requires urgent attention, as it is a hindrance to accessibility.
Despite our connectivity relying on narrow and winding roads, Easingwold has only one official cycle
route and none to our service villages with no planned correction to their absence.
Comment by

Local Access Forum ( Melanie Carr - 1025267)

Comment ID

LPreg19-634
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NYLAF Advice Letter re Hambleton Local
Plan_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: 7.28 - The damaging effects of overflow
parking onto adjacent roads is something about which NYLAF feels very strongly and cannot be
over-emphasised. The last sentence should therefore read ‘the flow of traffic, accessibility for service
and emergency vehicles and jeopardise safe cycling which is a disincentive for modal shift’.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 232

What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
7.28 - The damaging effects of overflow parking onto adjacent roads is something about which NYLAF
feels very strongly and cannot be over-emphasised. The last sentence should therefore read ‘the flow
of traffic, accessibility for service and emergency vehicles and jeopardise safe cycling which is a
disincentive for modal shift’.
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Comment ID
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09/09/19 16:04

Consultation Point

CI 3: Open Space, Sport and Recreation (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

NYLAF Advice Letter re Hambleton Local
Plan_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: C1 3 - NYLAF is of the view that even when
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positive provision is made within a site for walking and cycling, if it ends at the perimeter, the benefits
are lost negating the objectives of the NPPF, so this underlines the importance of a joinedup approach.
We therefore suggest the addition of an extra section under Residential Development i.e.: d ‘Where
the developer has taken a holistic or contextual approach to improve connectivity for sustainable travel
to facilities and services and to the recreational network’.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
C1 3 - NYLAF is of the view that even when positive provision is made within a site for walking and
cycling, if it ends at the perimeter, the benefits are lost negating the objectives of the NPPF, so this
underlines the importance of a joinedup approach. We therefore suggest the addition of an extra
section under Residential Development i.e.: d ‘Where the developer has taken a holistic or contextual
approach to improve connectivity for sustainable travel to facilities and services and to the recreational
network’.

Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)
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2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Many areas which have been identified as Local Green Spaces make an important contribution to the
character of Hambleton’s Conservation Areas and several contribute to the setting of the District’s
Listed Buildings. This Policy should help to ensure that these important open spaces are safeguarded
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land ( - 1229420)
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Files

Part 1 Litchfields LPreg19-861.PDF

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
6.20 Draft Policy CI 3 sets out the Council’s approach to the delivery of open space as part of residential
development. The policy must be read in conjunction with Appendix E of the Local Plan which sets
out the standards for open space required to meet the needs arising from development. 6.21 It is noted
within the accompanying Open Space Strategy (2017) that the is generally an oversupply across the
district of the provision of amenity greenspace, provision for children and young people, allotments up
to 2036. Whilst it is recognised that there could be deficits in certain areas within the district the baseline
position is nevertheless positive for the district. 6.22 The recommendations for quantity benchmarks
with the strategy should be regarded as guidance and there should be flexibility for the Council to vary
benchmarks if required. Taylor Wimpey has concerns that Table E.1 as drafted is onerous and overly
prescriptive. It is considered that the Council should provide more clarity and justification for the inclusion
of the ‘Form of Provision’ column. Typically, this type of table does not include such a column, forms
of provision are usually addressed within the main body of the text and determined at the point of an
application having regard for existing quantity and accessibility before onsite provision is required
without such analysis. 6.23 It is considered that the draft Policy CI3 is ‘unsound’. To meet the test of
soundness, the Council should provide further justification for their approach to Appendix E with the
potential to remove the inclusion of the ‘Form of Provision’ column from the table.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Easingwold Town Council (Mrs J Bentley - 1025359)

Comment ID

LPreg19-769

Response Date

17/09/19 12:22

Consultation Point

CI 3: Open Space, Sport and Recreation (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 Easingwold Town Council
LPreg19-656_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Open Space, Sport & Recreation: ETC very much welcomes and recognises the investment being
made in sports facilities and 3G artificial grass pitches at the Outwood Academy. This will be of major
benefit to the town. ETC has been investing heavily in increasing the usability of its Millfields Park and
this programme will continue for some time. We have a good range of childrens’ play areas that are
managed by the council. We are also investing in improving our green and other open spaces. We
believe that Easingwold is not well provided with open spaces, green corridors, cycle tracks and
footpaths. These need to be strongly supported in any planned development. Easingwold wishes to
retain all its designated green spaces and to see them protected for future generations to enjoy. [See
full submission for table of green spaces] ETC agrees that all Easingwold’s rights of way should be
kept open and in good condition for use by the community. It has recently invested in creating a
wheel/push chair friendly route in Millfields Park. We have expressed our concern elsewhere that many
of Easingwold’s footpaths are not in an acceptable condition and require investment. ETC welcomes
and fully supports the statement: In Easingwold the Council will work with partners and will encourage
proposals that improve connectivity between the open spaces at Millfields, the Memorial Park, the
cricket ground and Chase Garth Park and also proposals that make use of the disused Easingwold to
Alne railway line as part of the network of green infrastructure. However, ETC is concerned to know
how incremental open spaces and foot/cycle paths will become a reality. Will this land be taken into
public ownership? What steps would be also taken to prevent the loss of this land to public use and
access?
Comment by

Trustees of The Lady Milnes Coates June 1987
Settlement (1227682)

Comment ID

LPreg19-665

Response Date

17/09/19 15:37

Consultation Point

CI 3 Open Space, Sport and Recreation (View)
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Email
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2019-09-17 Lady Milnes Coates Settlement.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Trustees acknowledge two sites in their ownership, to the east of Helperby, are identified as Local
Green Space. The Trustees have no objection to this allocation however support the element of the
policy that allows for a proposal including the whole or partial loss of the Local Green Space should
‘Very Special Circumstances’ exist, allowing flexibility in the future.
Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-841

Response Date

17/09/19 16:10

Consultation Point

CI 3 Open Space, Sport and Recreation (View)
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Submission Type

Email

Version
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Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Policy sets out the specific requirements for the provision of open space as part of new residential
schemes. Reference is made to standards contained in Appendix E of the PD. On review of these
standards, it noted that a residential scheme of between 20 and 200 dwellings is required to deliver
1.15 hectares of open space on-site per 1,000 population, adjusted accordingly (amenity space, play
area, and facilities for young people). Our Client also notes that developments are required to contribute
towards the provision of parks and gardens, facilities for young people (skateboard, MUGA’s), and
allotment gardens; a financial contribution towards existing provision may be sought in these instances.
It is our Client’s position that the requirement for facilities for young people should be limited to off-site
provision only, thereby reducing the on-site requirement to 0.85 hectares per 1,000 population. It is
not considered appropriate to deliver such facilities within a residential development as they are not
easily integrated and can give rise to issues of residential amenity (contrary to Policy E2). Furthermore,
it is important that the requirement for any off-site provision is fully justified and based on robust and
up-to-date evidence; any planning obligation seeking a financial contribution must satisfy the tests set
out in paragraph 56 of the Framework and Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy
Regulations 2010. Clearly, the provision of open space within a site, and any off-site contributions,
have the potential to impact on the overall viability of a scheme. The Council must therefore satisfy
itself through its Whole Plan Viability Assessment that the requirements of this Policy will not impact
on the soundness of the Plan and the ability to achieve its Spatial Vision, Outcomes and Actions, and
wider development strategy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) (
Barratt & David Wilson Homes (Yorkshire East) 1229417)

Comment ID

LPreg19-868

Response Date

17/09/19 16:53

Consultation Point

CI 3 Open Space, Sport and Recreation (View)
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2019-09-17 land off Station Road LPreg19-857.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Part (a) of the Policy states that a housing development will be supported where “ it incorporate s or
otherwise makes provision for open space, sport and recreational facilties to meet the needs arising
from the development in line with the standards set out in Appendix E ”. The requirement for the
provision of certain types of open space, such as children’s play facilities or playing fields should only
required where there is an identified deficiency in the local area. There does not appear to be any
evidence which sets out the current levels of greenspace provision within settlements, and whether
there is a surplus or deficiency. Without this information underpinning the Policy and the requirement
for open space, it can not be considered to be robust. Part (b) of the Policy states “ provision will be
made on site where possible, delivers net gains to the network of green infrastructure ”. There is nothing
in National Planning Policy which enables Local Planning Authorities to seek net gains in green
infrastructure and this should be deleted from the policy. Our Client objects to the Policy as currently
drafted as part (a) and (b) are unsound as they fail to meet the tests of soundness, namely, they are
not justified, effective or in accordance with national planning policy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Trustees of The Lady Milnes Coates June 1987
Settlement (1227682)

Comment ID

LPreg19-666

Response Date

17/09/19 15:38

Consultation Point

CI 4 Community Facilities (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 Lady Milnes Coates Settlement.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Trustees support this policy in principle, and as further discussed at Section 6, the allocation of
Land at West and South of Balk Avenue, Back Lane would allow for new community facilities to come
forward, supporting the sustainability of Brafferton and Helperby.
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Comment by

Theatres Trust (Mr Tom Clarke MRTPI - 1224907)

Comment ID

LPreg19-190

Response Date

09/09/19 16:36

Consultation Point

CI 4 Community Facilities (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.5

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Trust is supportive of this policy and the protection it affords to valued facilities across the district.
We welcome that it applies to cultural facilities, reflecting our earlier representation and in accordance
with the NPPF (2019).
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Campaign for Real Ale (CAMRA) ( Ross Chisholm 962726)

Comment ID

LPreg19-195
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Response Date

11/09/19 09:58

Consultation Point

CI 4 Community Facilities (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.7

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Darlington branch of the Campaign for Real Ale extends into the northern part of the District. We
strongly support this policy as it will serve to protect viable pubs in the villages.
Comment by

Campaign for Real Ale (CAMRA) ( Ross Chisholm 962726)

Comment ID

LPreg19-196

Response Date

11/09/19 10:01

Consultation Point

7.46 Paragraph (View)
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Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.6
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Darlington branch of the Campaign for Real Ale strongly supports the requirements to determine
whether a community facility, such as a village pub, is viable or not.
Comment by

Labour Party (Mr Mark White - 1225492)

Comment ID

LPreg19-326

Response Date

17/09/19 13:57

Consultation Point

8 Environmental and Resource Management (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 Labour Party LPreg19-324

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Plan has no reference to Fracking in any form. We contend that it is not positively prepared as it
is not consistent with the requirements for water quality and supply (section 8.3 – Aquifers). Neither
is the plan consistent with the decisions of neighbourhood areas, for example Ryedale District Council
, who have banned fracking. The plan must address fracking to qualify as positively prepared given
the allocation on PEDLs in North Yorkshire.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Develop a policy on hydralic fracking as part of the plan.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
We would like to ensure that the issue is fully considered.
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Comment by

Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land ( - 1229420)

Comment ID

LPreg19-876

Response Date

17/09/19 17:12

Consultation Point

RM 1 Water Quality and Supply (View)
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Files

Part 1 Litchfields LPreg19-861.PDF

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
6.24 This policy states that all new homes must comply with the optional building regulation for water
efficiency, as set out in Approved Document G. 6.25 It is considered that matters relating to water
supply to new developments are best dealt with through the application of building regulations, and
there is no need for Local Plan policies to replicate building regulations. Furthermore, it is considered
that there is insufficient justification for this policy to request standards to exceed building regulations
in this regard. It is therefore suggested that the section of the policy which relates to compliance with
Approved Document G be removed
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Church Commissioners for England ( - 1049922)

Comment ID

LPreg19-952

Response Date

17/09/19 11:52

Consultation Point

RM 2 Flood Risk (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Form
LPreg19-941
2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Written
Representation

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Commissioners’ have previously identified that the content of local planning policy such as that
of emerging Policy RM2 ‘Flood Risk’, is largely redundant as the requirements to undertake a Sequential
Flood Risk Assessment and Exceptions Test is covered under national policy. As such, these elements
do not need to be included in any future policy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Church Commissioners for England have significant landholdings within Hambleton, particularly
around Northallerton.The emerging Local Plan, in particular emerging allocation NOR1 (which currently
contains significant drafting errors), directly impacts upon our Client’s interests. In light of this and in
order to ensure that a sound Plan is prepared, the Commissioner’s wish to take part in future Hearing
sessions.
Comment by

Church Commissioners for England ( - 1049922)

Comment ID

LPreg19-953

Response Date

17/09/19 11:55

Consultation Point

RM 5: Ground Contamination and Groundwater
Pollution (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 Deloitte Church Commissioners Form
LPreg19-941

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Emerging Policy RM5 (‘Ground Contamination and Groundwater Pollution’) states that “only where
the more detailed investigation or remediation scheme shows that the risks can be made acceptable
will the proposal be supported”. However, for a variety of reasons including existing uses and operation,
it is not always possible to undertake intrusive investigations prior to the determination of the application.
Such work is also timely and costly and when it can be undertaken post-determination, when the
developer has more certainty around being able to bring forward the scheme, it is unjustified as to why
this should be done upfront. This has the potential to prevent development coming forward in a timely
manner and it is recommended that this upfront requirement be removed from the Policy. In light of
this the policy is currently unsound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Church Commissioners for England have significant landholdings within Hambleton, particularly
around Northallerton.The emerging Local Plan, in particular emerging allocation NOR1 (which currently
contains significant drafting errors), directly impacts upon our Client’s interests. In light of this and in
order to ensure that a sound Plan is prepared, the Commissioner’s wish to take part in future Hearing
sessions.
Comment by

Michelle Saunders (1229775)

Comment ID

LPreg19-976

Response Date

17/09/19 11:35

Consultation Point

RM 6 Minerals and Waste (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 IDP and Local Plan NYCC
Comments_LPReg 19-976 redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
North Yorkshire County Council Planning Services are concerned with minerals and waste planning
within their Plan area. The inclusion of Policy RM 6 Minerals and Waste is supported as it reflects the
safeguarding policies’ and exemption criteria in the emerging Minerals and Waste Joint Plan which
has been through an examination in public and the Main Modifications are being prepared for
consultation. In terms of allocations the cross reference to the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan in
paragraph 9.1 is supported and the inclusion of minerals and waste as a consideration under
development requirements is supported as it ensures that the North Yorkshire County Council Planning
Department will be consulted when required
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-584

Response Date

03/09/19 14:22

Consultation Point

RM 7: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-539.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 250

Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support this Policy which will help to ensure that any proposals for renewable or low carbon energy
development demonstrate that the potential adverse impacts are, or can be, made acceptable
Comment by

Thirsk and Malton Constituency Labour Party (Ms
Mick Johnston - 1225708)

Comment ID

LPreg19-354

Response Date

17/09/19 17:00

Consultation Point

RM 7 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Plan completely fails to recognise the threat to the district presented by the fracking industry and
therefore contains no proposals for protecting its local environment and tourist and agricultural economy
from the local impact of fracking or to protect the wider environment from the increase of greenhouse
gases which would result. The Plan is therefore not Positively Prepared, Not Justified and Not Effective
in this regard.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Add a substantive section on fracking and propose a ban on any fracking in the district
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To press the case outlined above.
Comment by

Community First Yorkshire (Mrs Caroline O'Neill 1224989)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-230

Response Date

12/09/19 18:34

Consultation Point

8.47 Paragraph (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.10

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Community First Yorkshire works with a large number of community buildings including the network
of village halls. As part of this work and at network meetings the conversations frequently focus on the
interest to move to sustainable energy solutions for both the sustainability of the environment and the
facility. The challenge for these community owned and run facilities if finding the financial resources
to make the necessary step change to convert to new energy systems. Similar voluntary and community
sector organisations wish to move to more sustainable energy for their offices and buildings, but their
financial resources are not there to make the investment. There is the potential for shared learning
across VCS organisations and communities to respond to climate change issues and it is suggested
VCS organisations are supported to make the necessary changes. The sharing of the development
could extend to other local service providers and also people in their homes for learning and making
changes. Promoting climate change adaptation, risk prevention and management provides opportunities
for intergenerational activities and engagement. Many VCS organisations are providing local activities
and serving and supporting their communities and one-another by providing facilities with very little
scope for investment. Local economies and communities are strengthened by a thriving voluntary and
community sector. Investment in the sector to support environmental schemes will contribute to
sustainability of VCS activities. We would welcome a focus on setting out a planning context which
has a clear vision for low carbon, cyclical economies and communities. Local place based planning
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should be shaped within the vision set out in the Local Industrial Strategy led by York, North Yorkshire
and East Riding Local Enterprise Partnership.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Referring to the plans referenced in the response and giving consideration to embed renewables as
central to planning, development submissions and ensuring the necessary support is in place to inform
and engage communities, planning and developers in the new way of thinking.
Local planning will seek to align the vision set out in the Local Industrial Strategy and benefit from
infrastructure investment coming into North Yorkshire.

The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Linden Homes ( David Hill - 1229520)

Comment ID

LPreg19-908

Response Date

17/09/19 16:38

Consultation Point

Part 2: Site Allocations (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 Linden Homes LPreg19-905.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
As mentioned above, the Sowerby Gateway site (which we are involved with) has not delivered as
predicted, which is typical of strategic-scale development with detailed infrastructure and phasing
requirements. Delay in delivery is a common occurrence across the country, with frequent overly
optimistic figures attributed to sites, which are then translated into trajectories and 5year land supplies,
providing a continuous pattern of unrealistic delivery figures. This over-reliance can be applied to
numerous sites across the district as referred to in more detail below. It is clear from the Council’s
housing land supply calculations that a significant amount of housing already has permission, meaning
that the numbers required for allocation are seemingly quite small. However, we are concerned that
the residual housing requirement (i.e. the number of new homes to be allocated for) has been
significantly underestimated as a result of a reliance on commitments which cannot be demonstrated
as being deliverable, hence there is a lack flexibility in the plan to be able to deliver the figures required
both in the short and longer term. Additionally, the proposed increase in housing requirement for the
District (Section 5 above) would have a significant impact on the Council’s stated housing land supply
and whilst the Council can probably still demonstrate a five year supply, the position is much tighter
than currently envisaged and the under-delivery of any of the existing commitments on which the
Council rely would have a significant impact on the Council’s ability to demonstrate a five year supply
of deliverable housing sites going forward. Commitments In terms of specific issues with commitments
counted in the plan Site BM2 (North East of Aiskew Pig Farm, Aiskew) is proposed to deliver 35
dwellings within the next five years, with a further 25 dwellings in the following 5 years. The site does
not benefit from planning permission and therefore in accordance with policy in the updated NPPF the
site should be discounted from the commitments unless further evidence is provided to demonstrate
its deliverability. Site NH4 (Bungalow Farm, East Cowton) is currently expected to deliver 45 dwellings
within next five years. Whilst planning permission was granted for the construction of 45 dwellings in
August 2011 (ref. 10/01716/FUL), a subsequent discharge of condition application was withdrawn. It
is our understanding that the housebuilder associated with this scheme has ceased trading, therefore
there is a lack of clear evidence that the site will be delivered within the next five years. This site should
be discounted from the commitments unless further evidence is provided to demonstrate its short-term
deliverability. Site BH2 (Pig Farm, Aiskew) is currently proposed to deliver 82 units later in the plan
period (post 5 years). This site is located adjacent to a further allocation (BH3) which has delivered
100 dwellings across two phases. The later phase was granted planning permission in 2015 and has
since been delivered. Given that there is currently no planning permission to deliver housing on this
site, it is questionable if this site would come forward and therefore further evidence of its deliverability
should be provided. This site should be discounted from the commitments. Based on a review of this
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small sample of sites, it is considered that 162 dwellings should be removed from the Council’s
committed supply (within five years and beyond) and further evidence should be provided on the
deliverability of the sites considered above. Strategic Allocations The Plan’s most significant residential
allocation is located at Winton Road, North Northallerton. Policy NOR1 identifies that 840 dwellings
will be delivered over the plan period, with the supporting text on delivery stating: This site is subject
to traffic modelling, to be undertaken by North Yorkshire County Council, as a result delivery is expected
in years 6 to 10 of the plan period. Strict interpretation of the phraseology used could suggest that the
LPA expect the site to be delivered in its entirety within the 5 year period identified, which would equate
to 168 dwellings a year. We believe this is not the intention behind the wording and as such it is
assumed that the LPA believe that the site will start delivering in years 6-10 and will continue into years
10-15 also. This gives a slightly more plausible 84 dwellings a year. but even so this remains very
optimistic. It is our understanding that the developer of this site views the start date as much later in
the plan period and so it is very likely that the site will still be delivering well into the next plan period.
There has been a significant focus on new housing delivery to the north of Northallerton in recent years
through the delivery of the North Northallerton LDF allocation (NM5A, B and C) a site which itself has
not commenced delivery as quickly as initially anticipated). The level of supply to the north of
Northallerton could therefore further restrict the rate of delivery at site NOR 1, which needs to be
factored in. This site equates to 13% of the local authority’s total housing target and so there is a
significant risk to the plan’s delivery if it doesn’t produce the houses as expected. The Council has not
produced a Housing Trajectory which illustrates the rate at which the NOR 1 site (nor any other allocated
site) will deliver across the plan period. It is therefore questioned whether there is sufficient evidence
to demonstrate that this site can deliver the number of dwellings currently stated within the draft Local
Plan. What is clear is that additional flexibility is needed in the plan, to ensure that sufficient houses
are delivered at the right time and in the right location, hence more small-scale deliverable sites such
as Land at Topcliffe Road, Thirsk should be allocated.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Tanfield Lodge Estate ( - 1049685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1000

Response Date

17/09/19 12:53

Consultation Point

Part 2: Site Allocations (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The introductory text to this section identifies that the Council has identified sufficient capacity through
allocated sites to fulfil the total residual housing requirement for the District up to 2035, as set out in
Policy S2 “Strategic Development Needs” and detailed in Policy HG1 “Housing Delivery. In light of our
comments with regard to the consideration of a 20% buffer we do not consider this to be the case.
Subsequent parts of the section of Part 2 set out the context and development requirements for
allocated sites in Chapter 9, as well as the identification of allocation sites within West Tanfield, following
under Chapter 12 the Bedale area.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Thirsk and Malton Constituency Labour Party (Ms
Mick Johnston - 1225708)

Comment ID

LPreg19-351

Response Date

17/09/19 16:57

Consultation Point

Part 2: Site Allocations (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.6

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
It is not clear what the phasing of development of sites is. The Plan is therefore Not Effective in this
regard.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Provide phasing of development sites
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To press the case outlined above if necessary.
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Comment by

Thirsk and Malton Constituency Labour Party (Ms
Mick Johnston - 1225708)

Comment ID

LPreg19-345

Response Date

17/09/19 16:23

Consultation Point

Part 2: Site Allocations (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
It is not clear what the phasing of development of sites is. The Plan is therefore Not Effective in this
regard. See expanded comment below 6. Development sites a. We broadly accept the distribution of
sites as being in line with the spatial strategy and supportive of sustainability. b. The Plan identifies a
land supply for a sixteen year development period but does not appear to deal with phasing. A policy
on phasing should be added to make sure that not too many sites are in development simultaneously,
sites are not left partly developed for long periods and that disruption to residents and businesses is
kept to a minimum. The Plan for delivery of housing is therefore Not Effective.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Add phasing.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To press the case for phasing of necessary.
Comment by

David McKenzie (1227816)
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2019-09-13 Land Appleton Wiske_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
My client owns the land outlined in red on the attached plan, part of which was identified as the Councils
"preferred housing option" within the village in an earlier draft version of the plan. The plan identified
as "Option 2" was produced in consultation with the Parish Council and was intended to feature in its
Neighbourhood Plan, offering the benefits of a consolidated form of built development within the heart
of the village, improving accessibility and permeability across the village, providing affordable housing
for local people, providing a central accessible play space, providing a strong landscape buffer forming
a more natural limit to development, and providing a car park for residents fronting the main village
road to reduce congestion and conflict on the road itself. The allocation was going to be taken forward
in the Neighbourhood Plan on the basis of its modest scale yet, significant planning gain to the
community. However, ideas for such a plan seem to have died away. Since the time of preparing this
plan, planning permission has been granted for 5 large dwellings on the red hatched part of the site,
served off Hunter's Ride (LPA Ref:18/00181/REM). This has further enhanced the planning merits of
the site by effectively ensuring the site is surrounded by development on all sides. Whist my client
understands that the site was not carried forward as a formal allocation on the basis you now find
yourself with a surplus of housing land, he feels that you should nevertheless have retained this site
due to its significant planning benefits to the community. The Council is not bound to adhere to a fixed
limit of development, and and in order to secure the type of development that can enhance the quality
of people's lives, it has a duty to act proactively in securing such development as part of the statutory
plan making process. Its exclusion as a formal allocation now introduces a significant measure of
developer uncertainty, which I feel means that the Local Plan is not sustainable, particularly if there
are other similar sites that the Council could ensure come forward for development as a result of being
formally allocated in its emerging Local plan. The Council's decision therefore to unilaterally exclude
all "preferred sites" in similar villages without carrying out a local impact assessment undermines the
credibility and robustness of the plan in terms of the tests of soundness. We would ask that you
reconsider this particular site on the basis of its overwhelming planning benefits to the local community.
Whilst we accept that the access from Hunters Ride was not appreciated from some residents on
Hunters ride, there were no material highway objections to such intensification of use. Notwithstanding
this, there appears to be the potential to find an alternative access to the remainder of the land.
Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Part 2 of the PD provides specific details on the proposed site allocations across the District. The
District is split into five areas; our Client’s land interests lie in the “Bedale Area.” The pre-amble to the
allocations sets out the specific development requirements for all allocations, including the supporting
technical information which may need to be submitted with planning applications. This is helpful
information as it provides guidance outwith the formal pre-application advice process on the likely
scope of a planning application. The only observations our Client in response to these details comprises
the following: Applicants are required to consult with Yorkshire Water or Northumbrian Water upon
the preparation of a planning application and in relation to matters of water supply and wastewater
capacity. An agreement is required to be in place confirming that wastewater flows can be satisfactorily
accommodated. Our Client is concerned that the requirement for such an agreement upfront could
delay matters in relation to the submission of a planning application, particularly in those instances
where there are contractual requirements to fulfil (i.e. submission dates). Given that one of the parties
would be a statutory consultee on planning applications once submitted, it is not considered necessary
for such an agreement to be in place at the pre-submission stage. Instead, the onus should be on
ensuring that Applicants have considered water supply and drainage capacity/strategy, and identified
a preferred solution (if one is needed) on a site by site basis, prior to the submission of a planning
application; this information can then be reviewed by the statutory undertaker and an agreement
reached on the appropriate strategy/level of provision required for each development. It will also ensure
that any sites that come forward later in the Plan period, in an area with multiple allocations, will not
be disadvantaged by virtue of effectively having to pick up the costs for any significant works to upgrade
the network as a result of increased pressures emanating from earlier development. The wording
should therefore be amended to be more flexible, akin to that under the heading “Utility Provision;”
and Our Client welcomes the confirmation that the residential capacities of allocations have been
conservatively estimated, and that there is scope for variation in the proposed numbers through the
planning application process. This aligns with our previous comments requesting that the notional
capacity figures are not treated as a ‘cap.’ Notwithstanding this, it is noted that reference is made to
a 5% tolerance either side of the approximate figures set out in the Policy HG1. Our Client does not
consider there to be a need for any tolerance figure to be included in the Plan, and this should be
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deleted. This will provide much greater flexibility to enable developments to respond to housing needs
as they change over time during the Plan period, whilst only at the detailed design stage will it become
clear whether a Site can potentially accommodate more housing to provide for the efficient use of land.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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2019-09-17 Persimmon Homes LPreg19-978.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The supporting text of Chapter 9 ‘Allocations’ identifies the matters that all proposals should satisfy to
ensure that planning permission is granted. Under the sub-heading “Housing site requirements” the
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text acknowledges that whilst yields are indicative, “a guide figure of 5% tolerance either side of the
approximate figure set out is considered to be reasonable.” This statement could be used as a means
to refuse development and therefore we believe it to be unjustified, not positively prepared and not in
the spirit of the NPPF.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
We therefore recommend that the statement is deleted and the paragraph amended as follows:“The
residential capacities of allocations have been conservatively estimated to ensure the overall district
wide requirements are achieved. There is scope for variation in the proposed numbers through the
planning application process and it is expected that in many cases somewhat higher capacities may
be achieved on sites as a result of individual design processes, as such the capacity stated for each
allocation is an approximate figure. A guide figure of 5% tolerance either side of the approximate figure
set out isconsidered to be reasonable. All housing capacities should be design-led and where a scheme
proposes a number outside this variance this should be justified through appropriate master planning
and/ or the design and access statement.”
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2019-09-13 R and S Hill_LPreg19-361 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 264

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Would you please put forward the 20 acres known as Castle Hill Dairy Farm and site reference number
N/123/009 in the parish of Romanby for representation in the forthcoming H.D.C local plan. I enclose
a schedule, covering all the aspects relating to this site. I refer to your past comments, or blog, on site
ref. N/123/009, in the parish of Romanby. Particularly referring to the fields on the north side of Willow
Beck, as I notice that you have already designated the old, Central Depot Cricket Field, as a preferred
site for housing. 1. Loss of mainly grade 2 agricultural land. ? When we purchased this small farm in
1984 it was classed as grade 3, agricultural land. Mysteriously, around 87/88, it was re-graded as
grade 2, without any surveys ever being carried out. We would have been, most definitely, advised by
the appropriate authority if that was to happen. We were not! It appears this was carried out by a stroke
of a pen. Why! 2. There are no potentials for extracting Brick Clay, or Sand & Gravel. This is correct.
It is very average land indeed. We have farmed it, and drained it for 34yrs. Note. It is not of the quality
of the land to the south of Lees Lane, which you have under consideration. 3. Possible Historical
contamination. ? No archaeological or historical pieces have ever been found on this site, or anywhere
west of the main railway line. 4. Connectivity. ? No established access to Highway identified. ? Incorrect.
There has always been an established access up to the Castle Hills Dairy Farm, and house and
buildings. The access is off the Yaffoth Road, through Willow Beck Garage, where we own a 12ft. strip
along the northern edge of Willow Beck Garage, leading to the gateway on the north east corner of
Willow Beck Garage, and then to the drive which leads up to the House and Buildings, stood in the
middle of the 20 acres. 5. Impact on character and form. ? Romanby conservation area. ? Very little
if any impact! This land can visually only be seen into from off the Yafforth Road, just out of Romanby
Village, but even then you have a very small window of opportunity of approx. 30 yards between the
Willow Beck Garage and the Wenslydale Railway Bridge Walls, before your view is totally blocked by
the W. R. railway, as you cannot see into it, travelling from the west, because of the Wensleydale
railway embankment and walls. It cannot be seen into from the Neil Close estate. The rear of 7 houses
on the new Rowan Way look towards the site, and the rear of 3 houses on Beckside overlook the site.
It cannot be seen into by anyone travelling from the east or south, until you are leaving Romanby
behind you. 6. It is, Open Countryside. It is not, Open Countryside. It is isolated from the open
countryside by the embankment of the Wenslydale railway line, which forms the land's western and
northern boundaries. I would call the land to the south of Lees Lane, Open Countryside! From the
East, the land can only be seen by users of the East Coast Railway line 7. Views from the Wensleydale
railway line. ? The temporary station overlooks the land which at present is open, but adjacent the
built up area of Northallerton. I support Persimmon Homes proposal for a new, permanent station, to
be provided on our land, north of the railway embankment, accessed via the new housing area. This
will provide a new station easily accessed from the town. It is inevitable that passengers stood on the
W.R Station will look upon an urban area as this will be as realistically close to the town as possible.
The W. R. was not established to provide views over the urban or open areas of Northallerton, but the

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 265

attractive countryside beyond as far as Redmire. This land has no historic landscape value. 8. Impact
on historic assets.? Site is within 500 mtrs.of Motte &"Bailey Castle & Bishops Palace? Our small farm
is completely detached from these historical sites, as it is on the western side of the main railway line,
and completely hidden from any view of the historic site. There is already a settlement of, old and new
houses & bungalows, known as Castle Hills on the eastern side of the main railway line directly between
this farm and the historical area, and there are other very new developments that have already taken
place, much nearer to, and in view of the historic site, some even built into the so called historic hill
off Yaffoth Road 9.Historic strip fields. ? This claim cannot be made in isolation, nor without a comparison
with the condition of every other area of land around Northallerton. 10. Flooding.?. Approx . 0. 7 acres
of the proposed development land is included in the flood zone 2. I attach an extract from the
environment agency flood map. 11.Conclusion. Looking at everything from a Nimby's point of view, it
must be the most uncontroversial site for development you could find. People in the Romanby
conservation area, or even out of it, must barely know it exists, let alone be disturbed by its development.
The W. R. already has a station adjacent to this land, and only need a convenient access to it, which
could easily be provided. If W. R. wished, it could take up the opportunity of a new permanent station
accessed by the development of our land. A new station on the Arla cricket field site looks either,
unrealistic, or at best, a very distant hope. The opportunity to provide the W.R. with the viable station
connection, from Northallerton, that they so strongly desire will be lost.
Comment by
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2019-09-17 East Cowton_redacted LPreg19-796.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
These representations are made on behalf of Mr B Tweddle (our Client), who has land interests in
East Cowton. We have made representations on behalf of our Client at all previous stages of the plan
and will appear at the Examination to continue these objections. Our Clients land was previously
allocated in the plan N/042/006 for 25 homes and the Councils site assessments have shown that it
is suitable and deliverable. As a consequence of the Council reducing the overall level of homes it has
however now been removed. This approach is considered to be unsound for the reasons in the
remainder of this response and the land should be reallocated. Given the plan is at Publication draft
stage, these representations have regards to the tests of soundness in Paragraph 35 of the Framework,
namely that the plan is contrary to national policy, not effective and not positively prepared. In summary
our client objects to the plan as being unsound as drafted for the main reasons: The level of homes
is not considered appropriate to meet the needs of the district; The heavy reliance on old allocations
and commitments is not considered appropriate to deliver the homes needed; The lack of allocations
ensures that the Councils hierarchy and spatial distribution will not be met; The level of allocations is
insufficient, particularly in East Cowton, where our clients land should be allocated; and The windfall
policy does not provide sufficient clarity to applicants on what will be acceptable. In order to make the
plan sound Our Clients land should be allocated in the plan. We trust that these comments will be
taken into account in considering the final version to be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate and
will make these comments further at the Examination
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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2019-09-17 Yuill LPreg19-928

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Identifying a Suitable Housing Allocation In terms of the identification of a suitable housing allocation,
a site extending to circa 7ha to the west of Boroughbridge Road, Romanby under the current control
of Cecil M Yuill and Miller Homes, is suitable and deliverable for housing (see Site Location Plan at
Appendix 1). Indeed, this particular site was identified by Hambleton Council as a Preferred Site within
their Preferred Options Consultation Document published in October 2016. This site, along with 500
sites put forward by landowners and agents for potential development in Hambleton District as part of
the ‘Call for Sites’ process, was subject to the application of a Site Selection Methodology which was
developed to enable an objective assessment of the site submitted in order to inform a selection of
sites for allocation within the new Local Plan. Importantly, the methodology aligns with the Sustainability
Appraisal objectives of Hambleton Council and sought to ensure that the process adopted secured
development which best met the objectives of the new Local Plan. As a result of the application stages
1-3 of this Site Selection Methodology, the site was considered suitable for an indicative yield of up to
185 dwellings, although the Council’s preference was for a lesser yield (100 dwellings) to achieve a
lower-density development to reflect the nature and location of the site. For clarification, the site
assessment conclusion was that: “Whilst the site is open and prominent and is a fairly extensive
extension of this part of the settlement, the site is preferred for a lower density development which
retains significant open space in order to provide a suitable landscape buffer as the site is a key
gateway to the town.” The site has not been included as a formal housing allocation within the
Publication Draft Plan due to, first, NYCC’s assertion at Stage 4 of the Site Selection Methodology
that the site required 2 access points which can’t be achieved. Secondly, reference was made to the
potential for an adverse landscape/visual impact on this southern approach to Northallerton. Further
work has been commissioned to, first, demonstrate how an acceptable form and quantum of
development is achievable on the site, with particular reference to both access and landscape/visual
impact as highlighted above and, secondly, that there are no constraints to development on the site
which prevent the site from being suitable and deliverable. In this regard, an indicative masterplan has
been prepared by ID Partnership which has been informed by the preparation of a Landscape and
Visual Appraisal, a Highways Statement and an Ecology Report. In addition, an Agricultural Land
Classification has also been carried out on the site. All of these reports comprise technical appendices
to this document. {See attached representation for all submitted documents] Site and Surroundings
The site, extending to 7.66ha hectares, comprises part of a large field currently in arable production
on a southern edge of Romanby. The site is defined to the north by fencing and shrub/tree cover along
the rear gardens of a single row of residential properties on the south side of the A684; and to the east
by the A167 band a hedge running along the highway boundary. The southern boundary is currently
undefined by any features on site, running across the existing field roughly in line with the property at
Newsham Grange with marks the south western corner of the proposed site. The western boundary
is defined by the A684. As highlighted in the Transport Statement, the site is in a sustainable location,
with easy access to bus stops serving Northallerton Town Centre, this provision of high levels of
services and facilities. The site is also within walking distance of the services and facilities provided
more locally within Romanby and also within walking distance to Northallerton train station on the east
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coast main line connection north and south of the UK. Landscape Statement The standalone Landscape
Statement prepared by glenkemp can be found at Appendix 3. However, for ease of reference this
concluded that, whilst residential development on the proposed site has the potential to increase the
visual profile of the settlement boundary, the locations from which this change in visual character would
be experienced are limited, as would the duration of such views. With the exception of the loss of views
out across open countryside for existing neighbouring properties, it is considered that sensitive and
appropriate master planning of the development footprint, together with appropriate planting, could
mitigate, in full, any potential adverse landscape and visual effects. The Indicative Masterplan contained
at Appendix 2 incorporates a suggested landscape strategy informed by glenkemp aimed at ensuring
that any development on the site will not have unacceptable visual impact on the southern approach
to Northallerton. Ecology The full Ecology report is contained at Appendix 4. This is based on a number
of ecological assessments and surveys that have been undertaken across the site. A Preliminarily
Ecological Appraisal (PEA) was first undertaken in 2017 with an updated PEA produced in 2019. These
identified that breeding bird surveys and bat activity transect and automatic detector surveys were
required in order to fully assess the ecological value of the site. These were initially carried out in 2017
and then repeated in 2019. Based on the extensive survey work done, the ecology report confirms
that the site is of relatively limited ecological value, as the majority of the area consists of intensively
managed arable land. With the opportunity for appropriate on-site mitigation and off-site mitigation,
where required, there are no ecology or biodiversity issues that make residential development on the
site undeliverable. Transport Appraisal A full Transport Appraisal prepared by i-Transport can be found
at Appendix 5.This has considered the key transport and highways - related aspects of the development
proposals. This considered the transport implications of the development of the site within the context
of the three key ‘tests’ set out in the NPPF, namely to demonstrate that the site can be accessed safely
and satisfactorily, that the site can be accessed by sustainable travel modes with good access to a
range of key facilities, and that the impact of the development – generated traffic would not be severe.
The report concludes that the development of the site will fully accord with the NPPF objectives relating
to sustainable travel, that satisfactory access can be provided and that the development impact on
the local road network will not be severe. Overall, the appraisal concludes that the site is suitable and
delivery able for housing allocation within the Local Plan and will form a highly sustainable development.
Agricultural Land Classification An Agricultural Land Classification prepared by Soil Environmental
Services is found at Appendix 6. The survey, conducted in accordance with current guidelines, confirms
that the land comprising the site is classified as Grade 36 which presents no constraint to the delivery
of the site for housing. Indicative Masterplan The supporting work commissioned, as summarised
above and contained in full within the technical appendices, has informed the preparation of a site
masterplan. This proposes a development of 100 dwellings within a landscaped setting, creating a
sensitive development on this gateway site at the south-western edge of Northallerton. The primary
vehicular and pedestrian access to the site is provided off Boroughbridge Road at the eastern edge
of the site. The openness and rural edge feel of the site is retained with the retention of the existing
hedgerow and the incorporation of a large informal green space at the site ‘gateway’. An existing
easement running east–west through the site is integrated positively into the proposals to generate a
landscape spine through the development. This spine provides the primary vehicular and pedestrian
routes through the site, incorporating landscaped verges and tree planting. The spine opens up into
a green public open space at the heart of the development, and terminates in a natural green open
space towards the west of the site, incorporating a pedestrian link towards Ainderby Road and Lees
Lane, increasing permeability and accessibility throughout the site and ease of access to public transport
on the A689. Two access roads are provided off the spine leading to two clusters of development
towards the northern boundary of the site. The scale and massing of the development is broken down
into detached and semi-detached units, to maximise visual permeability with a landscape buffer
proposed to provide screening and soften the development edge adjacent to the rear boundaries of
the existing dwellings on Lees lane to the north. Proposed tree planting to the southern and western
edges further softens and screens the impact of the proposed development, creating a sensitive
landscaped edge appropriate to the rural context. The proposed development will also be fully policy
compliant with affordable housing requirements, providing 30% on-site with a 10% split of affordable
rented, social rented and intermediate dwellings. In light of the above, it is considered that the site on
land west of Boroughbridge Road, Romanby is available, suitable and viable now for residential
development. In summary, Cecil M Yuill Ltd and Miller homes welcome the Council’s proposed
Development Strategy to: “ focus growth at Northallerton and Thirsk, where development will benefit
from and support the wide range of services and facilities and good, transport connections of these
two Main Towns’.
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Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
However, whilst the overarching locational strategy for development is broadly supported, the following
changes need to be made to the Plan if it is to be found sound.• Amend Policy HG1 (Housing Delivery)
with the inclusion of ‘ Land to the West of Boroughbridge Road ’ for a quantum of 100 dwellings; and•
Amend Section 10 (Northallerton Area) with the inclusion of additional housing allocation ‘ NOR2: Land
West of Boroughbridge Road, Romanby ’ for 100 dwellings.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Conclusions 4.1 The Jasper House site (N/123/004) represents a suitable and sustainable location
for new housing development. The site is within Taylor Wimpey’s sole control, is immediately available
for development, and could provide around 25 new homes within the first five years of the plan period.
4.2 In Part 1 of our representations it has been demonstrated that the draft Local Plan significantly
underestimates the local housing need in Hambleton, primarily as a result of a flawed approach to
estimating the housing need which will be generated by the delivery of the level of employment land
projected by the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment. Lichfields’ Housing Technical
Note indicates that the local housing need in Hambleton is within the range of 493-509 dwellings per
annum to 2035. Taking into account the other shortfalls identified in Part 1 of our representations,
including the need to allow for a 15 year plan period from the point of adoption of the Local Plan, and
the shortfalls in delivery of certain ‘committed’ sites, it is considered that the draft Plan needs to identify
land to accommodate at least a further 4,303 dwellings based on a requirement of 493 dpa, and
potentially up to 4,708 dwellings based on the top end of Lichfields’ forecast of local housing need.
4.3 Additionally, it has been demonstrated that there could be a shortfall in delivery during the plan
period from allocation NOR 1. This due to the lead-in times associated with the delivery of large
allocations, and the current concentration of housing delivery to the north of Northallerton which could
affect absorption rates from this site. 4.4 In the context of this significant need for additional housing
sites, it is considered that the site at Jasper House should be allocated for housing in the emerging
Local Plan, as part of a range of new allocations to meet this housing need.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The land at Ainderby Road is a suitable and sustainable development site which is viable and deliverable
within the plan period. It could deliver around 60 homes, making a modest but important contribution
towards meeting the immediate housing requirement in Northallerton. 4.2 In Part 1 of our representations
it has been demonstrated that the draft Local Plan significantly underestimates the local housing need
in Hambleton, primarily as a result of a flawed approach to estimating the housing need which will be
generated by the delivery of the level of employment land projected by the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment. Lichfields’ Housing Technical Note indicates that the local housing
need in Hambleton is within the range of 493-509 dwellings per annum to 2035. Taking into account
the other shortfalls identified in Part 1 of our representations, including the need to allow for a 15 year
plan period from the point of adoption of the Local Plan, and the shortfalls in delivery of certain
‘committed’ sites, it is considered that the draft Plan needs to identify land to accommodate at least a
further 4,303 dwellings based on a requirement of 493 dpa, and potentially up to 4,708 dwellings based
on the top end of Lichfields’ forecast of local housing need. 4.3 Additionally, it has been demonstrated
that there could be a shortfall in delivery during the plan period from allocation NOR 1 to the north of
the town. This is due to the lead-in times associated with the delivery of large allocations, and the
current concentration of housing delivery to the north of Northallerton which could affect absorption
rates from this site. Housing development on this site would act as a counter balance to the current
concentration of sites and allocations to the north of the town. 4.4 In the context of this significant need
for additional housing sites, it is considered that the site at Ainderby Road, Northallerton should be
allocated for housing in the emerging Local Plan, as part of a range of new allocations to meet this
housing need. [see attached submission for Appendix 1 Vision Document]
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Files

2019-09-17 App 2 Castle Hills Dairy Masterplan
LPreg19-984.pdf
2019-09-17 Persimmon Homes LPreg19-978.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Castle Hill Dairy (Site Ref: N/123/009) (please see appendix 2) Within Hambleton’s Preferred Options
Document (2016) there was a clear focus to encourage and improve the tourism offer afforded by the
Wensleydale Railway Line, with the southernmost portion of this site identified as the preferred location
for a new railway station to serve the Wensleydale Line. Persimmon Homes generally supported this
aspiration but believed to that the provision of housing upon the site was also essential to act as the
enabling development and catalyst in delivering the new station. However, for reasons not explained,
the need to deliver a station is no longer required by the plan Nonetheless, we consider there are
strong arguments for development of the site, regardless of the railway station proposal. The land
parcel, when taken as a whole represents a logical infill location for development with the potential for
strong links to the shops and services on offer within easy walking distance in the centre of Northallerton.
The existing railway lines naturally encloses the site both physically and visually, thereby protecting
the countryside beyond from future harm or development pressure. The site is therefore ideally suited
for sustainable residential development. The reasons for not allocation site are noted by Persimmon
Homes but we suggest that through an appropriate master-planning exercise these issues can be
suitably overcome or mitigated through a considered approach to design. Impact on views into Romanby
and the Conservation Area can be softened through an appropriate landscaping scheme and a restriction
on the height of properties whilst given the existing, more recent development to the north of the
Conservation Area at Neile Close, Rowans Way and Beckside we current fail to understand how the
development of this side would have negative impact upon the form and character of the settlement.
In terms of accessibility issues, it is considered that an appropriate access can be achieved to the
south via Ainderby Road, in the same location that the proposed train station was proposed to be
accessed. This primary point of access can then be supplemented by secondary access points through
Persimmon Homes’ existing land interests on either land to the north of Beckside or to the west via
Yafforth Road. A new road through the development can be designed to encourage through traffic to
use the rather than The Green at the heart of the Conservation Area. Accessibility is therefore not
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considered to be an issue. Persimmon Homes considers that the policy should be modified as follows
in order to make the document sound: Part a. of policy HG1 should be split to allow for NOR3 for
approximately 200 dwellings at Castle Hill Dairy.
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2019-09-17 Persimmon Homes LPreg19-978.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Ainderby Road, Romanby (Site Ref: N/123/008) This development site was previously included in
Hambleton’s Preferred Options Document (2016) however despite being subject to an active planning
application, it has without explanation been removed from the plan. Persimmon Homes object to the
sites removal, noting paragraph 3.39 of the plan which states, “the selection of sites for allocation has
concentrated on sites that have good prospects for being developed, particularly those considered to
be available for development within the first five year of adoption of the plan. Such sites meet the
definition of deliverable as set out in the NPPF; they are available now, offer a suitable location for
development now, and there is a realistic prospect that they will be delivered on the site within five
years.” The site is currently subject to a planning application valid and in a form which could be approved
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imminently, has no technical constraints which cannot be overcome, no statutory objections and is
backed by a national house builder who is active in the local area with recent experience of delivering
sites within the district. The site is therefore one of the most demonstrably deliverable sites within the
district and its omission is a significant oversight of the plan given current government guidance As
explained within this representation, Persimmon Homes considers that the Council should apply a
20% buffer to the present housing requirement of the plan. Notwithstanding this change Persimmon
Homes considers that the site should form part of the allocation for the Northallerton area for the
following reasons The site is available for delivery in the short term and given that the allocation at
NOR1 would take at least 3-4 years to come forward this would fill a much needed short / medium
delivery gap in the housing delivery for the town. • Having one larger allocation for Northallerton does
not achieve the best outcome or diversity of sites to ensure delivery across the plan period. Furthermore
no delivery information has been made available for the site at NOR1 nor the intentions of the sites
owners made. The conclusion to the above is that this requirement plus the 20% overall requirement
as discussed above should be split across different sites to ensure the delivery of the housing target.
One such site which has demonstrated its deliverability criteria is our development site at Ainderby
Road. Persimmon Homes considers that the policy should be modified as follows in order to make the
document sound Part a. of policy HG1 part (a) should be split to allow for NOR2 for approximately 50
dwellings at Ainderby Road. Castle Hill Dairy (Site Ref: N/123/009) (please see appendix 2) Within
Hambleton’s Preferred Options Document (2016) there was a clear focus to encourage and improve
the tourism offer afforded by the Wensleydale Railway Line, with the southernmost portion of this site
identified as the preferred location for a new railway station to serve the Wensleydale Line. Persimmon
Homes generally supported this aspiration but believed to that the provision of housing upon the site
was also essential to act as the enabling development and catalyst in delivering the new station.
However, for reasons not explained, the need to deliver a station is no longer required by the plan
Nonetheless, we consider there are strong arguments for development of the site, regardless of the
railway station proposal. The land parcel, when taken as a whole represents a logical infill location for
development with the potential for strong links to the shops and services on offer within easy walking
distance in the centre of Northallerton. The existing railway lines naturally encloses the site both
physically and visually, thereby protecting the countryside beyond from future harm or development
pressure. The site is therefore ideally suited for sustainable residential development. The reasons for
not allocation site are noted by Persimmon Homes but we suggest that through an appropriate
master-planning exercise these issues can be suitably overcome or mitigated through a considered
approach to design. Impact on views into Romanby and the Conservation Area can be softened through
an appropriate landscaping scheme and a restriction on the height of properties whilst given the
existing, more recent development to the north of the Conservation Area at Neile Close, Rowans Way
and Beckside we current fail to understand how the development of this side would have negative
impact upon the form and character of the settlement. In terms of accessibility issues, it is considered
that an appropriate access can be achieved to the south via Ainderby Road, in the same location that
the proposed train station was proposed to be accessed. This primary point of access can then be
supplemented by secondary access points through Persimmon Homes’ existing land interests on either
land to the north of Beckside or to the west via Yafforth Road. A new road through the development
can be designed to encourage through traffic to use the rather than The Green at the heart of the
Conservation Area. Accessibility is therefore not considered to be an issue. Persimmon Homes
considers that the policy should be modified as follows in order to make the document sound: Part a.
of policy HG1 should be split to allow for NOR3 for approximately 200 dwellings at Castle Hill Dairy.
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2019-09-17 Persimmon Homes LPreg19-978.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Site Specific Policy Assessment: North Northallerton Development Area (NNDA) & Darlington Road
(Site Ref: N/110/018): The policies of the plan clearly suggest that the main settlement which can and
should support significant growth is Northallerton. The proposed policy HG1 shows a large allocation
(840 gross) going to NOR1 which is to the North East of the town. While this location for development
growth is in principle supported this level of growth across the plan period does not allow for
diversification of the market nor is their sufficient evidence that this land is deliverable or available for
development in the plan period. It is suggested that an expansion to the existing NNDA area be included
to accommodate additional development for the following reasons: • The existing site at NNDA has
developed positively over the last 3 years and is now established as a well-integrated development
site to the north of the town, with the development of the commercial and retail elements soon coming
on line this will make this the most sustainable area for new growth in Northallerton. • The existing site
was reported to accommodate in excess of 900 dwellings however based upon current estimates will
not be able to deliver more than 800 meaning a significant shortfall in the claimed capacity of this
development site. • The additional site, in light of the above, will help contribute to the creation of a
20% buffer on the housing requirement which will provide choice and competition in the market, and
ensure that the Council achieves its housing aspirations should other sites fail to deliver. • It is suggested
that an area to the north of the site be allocated for new development of up to 150 dwellings which
can access from the existing infrastructure of the site and benefit from direct access to the new school
and other amenities already being developed as part of the wider site. A plan is attached showing the
areas being suggested for this development. Persimmon Homes believe that the site at Darlington
Road (Site Ref: N/110/018) forms a logical extension to the approved North Northallerton Scheme
(Planning Ref: 15/01083/HYB). To the south and east the site adjoins the approved North Northallerton
scheme with employment uses also proposed on the opposite side of Darlington Road to the west.
The northern boundary of the site is defined by a substantial, established garden centre with extensive
planting along its own northern boundary. Along the site frontage are a mixture of houses and buildings.
The site forms a logical infill development opportunity and will not result into any incursion into the
open countryside beyond that which is already approved. The site will also benefit from its proximity
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to the services to be provided within the North Northallerton development and has the potential to be
accessed either direct from Darlington Road or as part of the adjacent scheme. This flexibility will allow
the site to form an integral part of the development of the wider North Northallerton and create a visually
attractive gateway into the settlement when approaching from the north. . This site will be self phasing
as it will be developed as part of the overall North Northallerton scheme in the medium term Persimmon
Homes therefore considers that policy HG1 should be modified as follows in order to make the document
sound: • Part a. of the policy to be split to include an allocation of approximately 150 dwellings on land
at Darlington Road as part of the NNDA area as defined on the attached plan.[no plan submitted]
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LPreg 19-886_redacted.pdf (1)

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Conclusions 4.1 The land at Romanby Grange (N/123/011) represents a suitable and sustainable
location for new housing development. The site is within Taylor Wimpey’s sole control, is immediately
available for development, and could provide up to 190 new homes, comprising a mixture of house
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types and tenures. 4.2 In Part 1 of our representations it has been demonstrated that the draft Local
Plan significantly underestimates the local housing need in Hambleton, primarily as a result of a flawed
approach to estimating the housing need which will be generated by the delivery of the level of
employment land projected by the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment. Lichfields’
Housing Technical Note indicates that the local housing need in Hambleton is within the range of
493-509 dwellings per annum to 2035. Taking into account the other shortfalls identified in Part 1 of
our representations, including the need to allow for a 15 year plan period from the point of adoption
of the Local Plan, and the shortfalls in delivery of certain ‘committed’ sites, it is considered that the
draft Plan needs to identify land to accommodate at least a further 4,303 dwellings based on a
requirement of 493 dpa, and potentially up to 4,708 dwellings based on the top end of Lichfields’
forecast of local housing need. 4.3 Additionally, it has been demonstrated that there could be a shortfall
in delivery during the plan period from allocation NOR 1 to the north of the town. This is due to the
lead-in times associated with the delivery of large allocations, and the current concentration of housing
delivery to the north of Northallerton which could affect absorption rates from this site. Housing
development on this site would act as a counter balance to the current concentration of sites and
allocations to the north of the town. 4.4 In the context of this significant need for additional housing
sites, it is considered that the site at Romanby Grange should be allocated for housing in the emerging
Local Plan, as part of a range of new allocations to meet this housing need.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
IN RESPECT OF NOR1, PLEASE SEE ACCOMPANYING REPRESENTATION DOCUMENT
PREPARED BY DELOITTE AND THE SUPPORTING DELIVERY DOCUMENT FOR FURTHER
DETAIL. In summary, the Commissioner’s consider that NOR1 should continue to be included as an
emerging allocation however, as has been identified within the aforementioned documentation, there
are numerous matters which require further clarification in order for it to be considered sound. The
Commissioners continue to support the emerging allocation of land referred to as ‘NOR1: Winton Road,
Northallerton’ within the Publication Draft. The accompanying Delivery Document that has been
prepared to support the allocation provides information to demonstrate the deliverability of the site
during the Plan period. The Commissioners’ ambition is to create a vibrant and sustainable addition
to Northallerton; a new and exciting place which also preserves and reflects the identity of the town.
The Delivery Document, which includes an updated masterplan for the site, illustrates how the land
plays an important role in being able to meet the district’s housing needs, whilst delivering the
infrastructure required to support it, including a new spine road connecting Stokesley Road and
Bullamoor Road.The following responds directly to the requirements and wording of emerging allocation
NOR1 contained within the Publication Draft. The Site Area and Allocation of Land The emerging
allocation refers to a site area of 63ha however, this is the approximate size of the Commissioners’
overall landholding in this area, not the size of the emerging allocation which has been measured at
32ha. Based on an area of 63ha the emerging allocation seeks to provide 24.2ha of land for 840
houses (including the existing commitment of NM5C), 3ha for education provision and 18.74ha for
open space and green corridor; this equates to an area larger than the actual site and as such needs
to be addressed. Notwithstanding the above, having undertaken further design work, underpinned by
new technical work (as appended to the Delivery Document), the redline boundary as shown within
the Publication Draft for the emerging allocation is not considered to present the most appropriate
position from a design perspective. As detailed within the Delivery Document, it is considered that a
re-positioning of the redline to encompass an enlarged site, would allow for a more comprehensive
and holistic masterplan to be prepared. This would allow for the delivery of closer to 840 homes, as
identified within emerging allocation NOR1, to be provided at a density appropriate to the locality and
with the necessary infrastructure. The number of units to be delivered would not increase above the
figure contained within emerging allocation NOR1 as a result of amending the redline boundary. Clarity
is sought as to the requirement for 3ha to land to provide for a 2 form entry primary school. Neither
the Publication Draft nor the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2019) (‘IDP’) state what has driven the
requirements for such an area of land. From experience, we would anticipate a requirement of an area
approximately half of this size. Draft Allocation Requirements The first development requirement relates

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 279

to access and highways. Within the draft allocation clarification is required to ensure that the existing
allocation of NM5C can come forward in advance of the detailed highway work, which will not necessarily
involve significant works to existing junctions. In turning to look at the ‘biodiversity and landscaping’
site requirements, the wording means that all exiting features, whether they are of ecological value or
not, should be retained. This is unjustified and therefore unsound and the wording of the text should
be amended accordingly. With regards to ‘neighbourhood facilities’, the threshold of 200 square metres
for a neighbourhood facility to meet the day to day needs of local residents, is considered low. Small
format convenience stores usually have a footprint of approximately 370 square metres, allowing for
a modest range of goods to be sold whilst still being able to comply with Sunday trading restrictions.
Such an offering within this locality is considered to be more appropriate. Furthermore, as has been
identified by the Hambleton Retail and Leisure Study and as is referenced at paragraph 4.31 of the
Publication Draft, the recommended threshold for undertaking an impact assessment in relation to
retail proposals is 400 square metres. Therefore, the Council recognise that a unit below 400 square
metres will not give rise to adverse effects on existing centres. Notwithstanding this point, it needs to
be clearly stated within the site requirements for NOR1 that if the proposed neighbourhood facility
does fall under the identified threshold, then a sequential and impact assessment will not be required;
as mentioned an impact assessment is only required for units over 400 square metres (as per emerging
Policy EG3 (‘Town Centre Retail and Leisure Provision’)), and there is a clear requirement to provide
such facilities within this locality, outside of the defined primary shopping area, if the allocation is to
come forward. The site requirements relating to ‘design, landscape, open space provision and green
corridors’ reflects emerging Policy E1 (‘Design’) in that a design code is needed. For the reasons
previously explained in response to this policy, we consider that the Council should remove the unsound
requirement for a design code as this could lead to the slowing down of housing delivery across the
district. Delivering the Allocation Collectively the technical reports and Delivery Document demonstrate
that there are no major constraints to development and that it presents a number of opportunities for
the district. The SHLAA acknowledges that the site is suitable, available and economically and the
content of the Delivery Document supports this, meaning that it is ‘deliverable’ and ‘developable’,
providing an important contribution towards the delivery of houses required in Hambleton over the
Plan period. With regards to the delivery of NM5C, as mentioned above, this portion of the emerging
allocation is able to come forward ahead of the wider site and whilst the Strategic Housing Land
Assessment (2019) (‘SHLAA’) identifies that no application is expected in the near future, pre-application
discussions have taken place and the Commissioners are in the process of preparing a planning
application due to be submitted late 2019. This would mean that delivery of the site could commence
within the next five years. It is considered that wording of the text within the emerging allocation is
amended to reflect the most up-to-date position and provide clarity on this matter to ensure that it fully
justified and therefore sound. With regards to the delivery of the wider site, as has already been
discussed, clarity is required from the Council as to the anticipated trajectory for the delivery of the
identified proposed allocations across the Plan period. Summary The above, to be read alongside the
Delivery Document, provides the justification as to why NOR1 should continue to be included as an
emerging allocation within the Publication Draft however, as has been identified, there are numerous
matters which require further clarification. Conclusion With regards to the Publication Draft, as it
currently reads, it cannot be viewed as sound however, through the above suggestions, it is considered
that these issues could be addressed.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 280

Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
The Church Commissioners for England have significant landholdings within Hambleton, particularly
around Northallerton.The emerging Local Plan, in particular emerging allocation NOR1 (which currently
contains significant drafting errors), directly impacts upon our Client’s interests. In light of this and in
order to ensure that a sound Plan is prepared, the Commissioner’s wish to take part in future Hearing
sessions.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This site is for 840 dwellings, includes 200 dwellings included in commitments within existing allocation
NM5C. The Local Plan is also clear that a comprehensive masterplan and traffic modelling is required.
The 2018 SHLAA identified that NM5C would not be brought forward prior to 2023/24. Presuming the
Local Plan is adopted December 2020, as suggested by the Local Development Scheme, a start date
just over 3 years later in 2024 would be ambitious. This is due to the time taken to undertake relevant
survey and traffic modelling, compile, submit and determine appropriate applications (including reserved
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matters), discharge pre-commencement conditions and undertake preparatory work. Even if this
timescale could be adhered to delivery rates in excess of 78dpa would be required to ensure the site
is fully delivered in the Plan period. Such delivery rates will be difficult to achieve. For example, the
1,070 dwellings Sowerby Gateway site has delivered 309 dwellings (2019 SHLAA) at an average rate
of approximately 66dpa between August 2013 and April 2019. The Former York Trailers Site hit a high
of 67dpa and the 602-unit allocation NM5D (North Northallerton area) is only anticipated to deliver a
maximum of 70dpa (2019 SHLAA). Added to this the 2019 SHLAA anticipates there will be a residual
252 dwellings remaining to be delivered from NM5D (North Northallerton area) post 2023/24. This is
in close proximity to NOR1 and will impact upon delivery levels due to issues of market absorption.
Given the above factors it is considered that a maximum delivery rate of 60dpa will be achieved from
2024 onwards. This suggests a maximum total delivery of 660 dwellings within the Plan period, 180
dwellings short of the full allocation This site alone will reduce delivery from allocations within the Plan
period to 1,404, even if all others deliver in full. This demonstrates, in part, why we have real concerns
over allocation NOR1 being the sole new housing allocation in the Northallerton Sub-Area. Such an
approach is contrary to NPPF para 67 which advises local planning authorities to ‘identify a sufficient
supply and mix of sites, taking into account their availability, suitability and likely economic viability’.
Bringing the evidence together The Local Plan suggests a supply of 7,733 dwellings, indicating a buffer
of almost 17% over the identified housing requirement (6,615 dwellings). The inclusion of a buffer of
this scale is both supported and considered necessary to ensure that the Plan will deliver its housing
requirement in full. The supply comprises of three main sources; • Completions; • Commitments –
further evidence is required to justify the Council’s position. Within Table 3.3 we identify several
commitments where delivery appears unlikely; and • Allocations – it is considered unlikely, due to
realistic lead-in times and build-out rates, that allocation NOR 1 will deliver in full over the Plan period.
Based upon our analysis, an optimistic view of the supply would reduce maximum levels of delivery
to 7,214 dwellings (see Table 3.4). Whilst this remains above the Council’s assessment of housing
need the scale of the buffer is reduced to just 9%. This is not considered adequate to ensure that the
Plan delivers in full against its housing requirement. It is normal practice in Examinations into Local
Plans to allow for the fall out of sites with planning permission (of between 10% and 20%) and this
was the recent subject of a presentation by the DCLG to the HBF planning conference. This allowance
would also be consistent with studies carried out on delivery rates of land with planning permission.
This includes the Callcutt Review (2007); the Baker ABI Study (2017) and the IGA Study (2013). To
provide a 20% buffer the Council would need to identify land for a further 724 dwellings.[see attached
submission for table 3.4] Housing Supply Conclusion Within Section 3 of this report we identify that a
higher housing requirement of 7,455 dwellings is required to ensure that the Council’s ambitions for
jobs growth and rebalancing the demography are met.This would require the allocation of an additional
241 dwellings to meet the housing requirement. However, to ensure a buffer of between 10 and 20%
is provided additional allocations of between 962 and 1,684 dwellings are required. Proposed
Amendments to Local Plan To ensure that the Local Plan is found sound at examination the following
amendments are required; (see Section 5 – Summary and Conclusions); • Housing requirement
identified in Policy S2 should be increased to at least 7,455 dwellings over the Plan period; • Allocations
increased to provide sufficient capacity for between 962 and 1,684 dwellings; and • Given the
Northallerton area, including Romanby, is identified as a principal focus for growth in the Local Plan
(Policy S3), and the fact that the Council are currently relying on a single new allocation to help deliver
housing in the Northallerton Sub-Area, it is recommended that additional allocations are identified in
this area. Identifying a Suitable Housing Allocation In terms of the identification of a suitable housing
allocation, a site extending to circa 7ha to the west of Boroughbridge Road, Romanby under the current
control of Cecil M Yuill and Miller Homes, is suitable and deliverable for housing (see Site Location
Plan at Appendix 1). Indeed, this particular site was identified by Hambleton Council as a Preferred
Site within their Preferred Options Consultation Document published in October 2016. This site, along
with 500 sites put forward by landowners and agents for potential development in Hambleton District
as part of the ‘Call for Sites’ process, was subject to the application of a Site Selection Methodology
which was developed to enable an objective assessment of the site submitted in order to inform a
selection of sites for allocation within the new Local Plan. Importantly, the methodology aligns with the
Sustainability Appraisal objectives of Hambleton Council and sought to ensure that the process adopted
secured development which best met the objectives of the new Local Plan. As a result of the application
stages 1-3 of this Site Selection Methodology, the site was considered suitable for an indicative yield
of up to 185 dwellings, although the Council’s preference was for a lesser yield (100 dwellings) to
achieve a lower-density development to reflect the nature and location of the site. For clarification, the
site assessment conclusion was that: “Whilst the site is open and prominent and is a fairly extensive
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extension of this part of the settlement, the site is preferred for a lower density development which
retains significant open space in order to provide a suitable landscape buffer as the site is a key
gateway to the town.” The site has not been included as a formal housing allocation within the
Publication Draft Plan due to, first, NYCC’s assertion at Stage 4 of the Site Selection Methodology
that the site required 2 access points which can’t be achieved. Secondly, reference was made to the
potential for an adverse landscape/visual impact on this southern approach to Northallerton. Further
work has been commissioned to, first, demonstrate how an acceptable form and quantum of
development is achievable on the site, with particular reference to both access and landscape/visual
impact as highlighted above and, secondly, that there are no constraints to development on the site
which prevent the site from being suitable and deliverable. In this regard, an indicative masterplan has
been prepared by ID Partnership which has been informed by the preparation of a Landscape and
Visual Appraisal, a Highways Statement and an Ecology Report. In addition, an Agricultural Land
Classification has also been carried out on the site. All of these reports comprise technical appendices
to this document. Site and Surroundings The site, extending to 7.66ha hectares, comprises part of a
large field currently in arable production on a southern edge of Romanby. The site is defined to the
north by fencing and shrub/tree cover along the rear gardens of a single row of residential properties
on the south side of the A684; and to the east by the A167 band a hedge running along the highway
boundary. The southern boundary is currently undefined by any features on site, running across the
existing field roughly in line with the property at Newsham Grange with marks the south western corner
of the proposed site. The western boundary is defined by the A684. As highlighted in the Transport
Statement, the site is in a sustainable location, with easy access to bus stops serving Northallerton
Town Centre, this provision of high levels of services and facilities. The site is also within walking
distance of the services and facilities provided more locally within Romanby and also within walking
distance to Northallerton train station on the east coast main line connection north and south of the
UK. Landscape Statement The standalone Landscape Statement prepared by glenkemp can be found
at Appendix 3. However, for ease of reference this concluded that, whilst residential development on
the proposed site has the potential to increase the visual profile of the settlement boundary, the locations
from which this change in visual character would be experienced are limited, as would the duration of
such views. With the exception of the loss of views out across open countryside for existing neighbouring
properties, it is considered that sensitive and appropriate master planning of the development footprint,
together with appropriate planting, could mitigate, in full, any potential adverse landscape and visual
effects. The Indicative Masterplan contained at Appendix 2 incorporates a suggested landscape
strategy informed by glenkemp aimed at ensuring that any development on the site will not have
unacceptable visual impact on the southern approach to Northallerton. Ecology The full Ecology report
is contained at Appendix 4. This is based on a number of ecological assessments and surveys that
have been undertaken across the site. A Preliminarily Ecological Appraisal (PEA) was first undertaken
in 2017 with an updated PEA produced in 2019. These identified that breeding bird surveys and bat
activity transect and automatic detector surveys were required in order to fully assess the ecological
value of the site. These were initially carried out in 2017 and then repeated in 2019. Based on the
extensive survey work done, the ecology report confirms that the site is of relatively limited ecological
value, as the majority of the area consists of intensively managed arable land. With the opportunity
for appropriate on-site mitigation and off-site mitigation, where required, there are no ecology or
biodiversity issues that make residential development on the site undeliverable. Transport Appraisal
A full Transport Appraisal prepared by i-Transport can be found at Appendix 5. This has considered
the key transport and highways - related aspects of the development proposals. This considered the
transport implications of the development of the site within the context of the three key ‘tests’ set out
in the NPPF, namely to demonstrate that the site can be accessed safely and satisfactorily, that the
site can be accessed by sustainable travel modes with good access to a range of key facilities, and
that the impact of the development – generated traffic would not be severe. The report concludes that
the development of the site will fully accord with the NPPF objectives relating to sustainable travel,
that satisfactory access can be provided and that the development impact on the local road network
will not be severe. Overall, the appraisal concludes that the site is suitable and delivery able for housing
allocation within the Local Plan and will form a highly sustainable development. Agricultural Land
Classification An Agricultural Land Classification prepared by Soil Environmental Services is found at
Appendix 6. The survey, conducted in accordance with current guidelines, confirms that the land
comprising the site is classified as Grade 36 which presents no constraint to the delivery of the site
for housing. Indicative Masterplan The supporting work commissioned, as summarised above and
contained in full within the technical appendices, has informed the preparation of a site masterplan.
This proposes a development of 100 dwellings within a landscaped setting, creating a sensitive
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development on this gateway site at the south-western edge of Northallerton. The primary vehicular
and pedestrian access to the site is provided off Boroughbridge Road at the eastern edge of the site.
The openness and rural edge feel of the site is retained with the retention of the existing hedgerow
and the incorporation of a large informal green space at the site ‘gateway’. An existing easement
running east–west through the site is integrated positively into the proposals to generate a landscape
spine through the development. This spine provides the primary vehicular and pedestrian routes
through the site, incorporating landscaped verges and tree planting. The spine opens up into a green
public open space at the heart of the development, and terminates in a natural green open space
towards the west of the site, incorporating a pedestrian link towards Ainderby Road and Lees Lane,
increasing permeability and accessibility throughout the site and ease of access to public transport on
the A689. Two access roads are provided off the spine leading to two clusters of development towards
the northern boundary of the site. The scale and massing of the development is broken down into
detached and semi-detached units, to maximise visual permeability with a landscape buffer proposed
to provide screening and soften the development edge adjacent to the rear boundaries of the existing
dwellings on Lees lane to the north. Proposed tree planting to the southern and western edges further
softens and screens the impact of the proposed development, creating a sensitive landscaped edge
appropriate to the rural context. The proposed development will also be fully policy compliant with
affordable housing requirements, providing 30% on-site with a 10% split of affordable rented, social
rented and intermediate dwellings. In light of the above, it is considered that the site on land west of
Boroughbridge Road, Romanby is available, suitable and viable now for residential development.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Proposed Amendments to Local PlanTo ensure that the Local Plan is found sound at examination the
following amendments are required; (see Section 5 – Summary and Conclusions);• Housing requirement
identified in Policy S2 should be increased to at least 7,455 dwellings over the Plan period;• Allocations
increased to provide sufficient capacity for between 962 and 1,684 dwellings; and• Given the
Northallerton area, including Romanby, is identified as a principal focus for growth in the Local Plan
(Policy S3), and the fact that the Council are currently relying on a single new allocation to help deliver
housing in the Northallerton Sub-Area, it is recommended that additional allocations are identified in
this area.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This representation is made on behalf of landowners of previously preferred Housing Sites 52 and 205
to the immediate south of the Northallerton settlement limit (Ref Part of Site N/123/006 and Site
N/123/007). The land lies between Thirsk Road and Sandy Bank and is identified on the attached
location plan, alongside an extract of the Preferred Options Northallerton Proposals Map which
highlighted the land as preferred housing sites. HG1 Housing Delivery: On behalf of the landowners
we object to the change in approach to the proposed housing allocations in Northallerton and the over
reliance of Site NOR1, which has been increased in size since the previous Preferred Options document
in October 2016. NOR1 is now the only housing allocation in Northallerton identified in the Publication
Draft Local Plan. This approach is considered to be an inflexible, high risk approach, which places an
over reliance on the delivery of the housing requirement in Northallerton to a single site, without any
alternative sites identified should the delivery of Site NOR1 not come forward as anticipated. The Local
Plan should provide a choice of sites in Northallerton, the largest settlement in the District and in doing
so the delivery of housing in this settlement would not be reliant on a single site. It is recommended
that an alternative approach is to identify additional land to the south of Northallerton. This would
spread the delivery of housing in Northallerton; moving away from a purely northern focus; and provide
more flexibility of housing sites across Northallerton The Council in their Preferred Options consultation
document identified preferred housing sites 52 and 205 to the immediate south east of Northallerton.
These combined sites are well connected to the existing built form, with direct access onto the A168
Thirsk Road and Sandy Bank. The land in between Thirsk Road and Sandy Bank would be wholly
appropriate and a logical extension to the south eastern edge of Northallerton. The site is accessible
to the town centre, close to existing services e.g. schools and located within a transport corridor (as
shown on the Key Diagram). The identification of this site will increase the amount of sites in
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Northallerton, in alignment with the Development Strategy of the Local Plan which identifies Northallerton
as the prime focus for development (Policy S3).
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Allocations At this stage we have not sought to investigate in detail the delivery of every allocation.
However, we do have significant concerns that some allocations will not deliver in full over the Plan
period. The most important of these is site NOR1 (Winton Road, Northallerton). This is the only new
housing allocation in the Northallerton Sub-Area which the Council are relying on to help deliver the
quantum of housing required over the Plan period. In addition, the quantum of allocations required
remains in doubt until further evidence is provided in relation to completions and commitments, as
discussed above. NOR1: Winton Road, Northallerton This site is for 840 dwellings, includes 200
dwellings included in commitments within existing allocation NM5C. The Local Plan is also clear that
a comprehensive masterplan and traffic modelling is required. The 2018 SHLAA identified that NM5C
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would not be brought forward prior to 2023/24. Presuming the Local Plan is adopted December 2020,
as suggested by the Local Development Scheme, a start date just over 3 years later in 2024 would
be ambitious. This is due to the time taken to undertake relevant survey and traffic modelling, compile,
submit and determine appropriate applications (including reserved matters), discharge
pre-commencement conditions and undertake preparatory work. Even if this timescale could be adhered
to delivery rates in excess of 78dpa would be required to ensure the site is fully delivered in the Plan
period. Such delivery rates will be difficult to achieve. For example, the 1,070 dwellings Sowerby
Gateway site has delivered 309 dwellings (2019 SHLAA) at an average rate of approximately 66dpa
between August 2013 and April 2019.The Former York Trailers Site hit a high of 67dpa and the 602-unit
allocation NM5D (North Northallerton area) is only anticipated to deliver a maximum of 70dpa (2019
SHLAA). Added to this the 2019 SHLAA anticipates there will be a residual 252 dwellings remaining
to be delivered from NM5D (North Northallerton area) post 2023/24. This is in close proximity to NOR1
and will impact upon delivery levels due to issues of market absorption. Given the above factors it is
considered that a maximum delivery rate of 60dpa will be achieved from 2024 onwards. This suggests
a maximum total delivery of 660 dwellings within the Plan period, 180 dwellings short of the full
allocation. This site alone will reduce delivery from allocations within the Plan period to 1,404, even if
all others deliver in full. This demonstrates, in part, why we have real concerns over allocation NOR1
being the sole new housing allocation in the Northallerton Sub-Area. Such an approach is contrary to
NPPF para 67 which advises local planning authorities to ‘identify a sufficient supply and mix of sites,
taking into account their availability, suitability and likely economic viability’. To ensure that the Local
Plan is found sound at examination the following amendments are required; (see Section 5 – Summary
and Conclusions); • Given the Northallerton area, including Romanby, is identified as a principal focus
for growth in the Local Plan (Policy S3), and the fact that the Council are currently relying on a single
new allocation to help deliver housing in the Northallerton Sub-Area, it is recommended that additional
allocations are identified in this area.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: NOR1 parking provision, which is not
mentioned, should be part of site assessment
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
NOR1 parking provision, which is not mentioned, should be part of site assessment

Comment by

Mr Richard Bond (1225616)

Comment ID

LPreg19-292

Response Date

16/09/19 23:41

Consultation Point

NOR 1: Winton Road, Northallerton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.5

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Objection to the Proposed Development of Land to Rear of Winton Road and Land East of Lewis Road
and Turker Lane Prior to recent development the Northallerton area comprised around 6000 properties.
Recent development - York Trailer Site 263 + North Northallerton 900 + Winton/Lewis/Turker 640 =
1803 units. This represents a 30% increase on existing housing stock. The size of the proposed /
current development is grossly disproportionate to the size of Northallerton. It will lose what character
it has left as a market town and become just another urban sprawl. The oversized development will
see prime agricultural land lost forever and at a time when it is imperative to safeguard our ability to
become self sufficient in food production post Brexit. HDC major on their assertion that all their
developments are sustainable, giving credence to buzz words and using sustainable materials but do
not mention anything about where the sudden influx of several thousand additional residents of the
new homes will be working. Unemployment in Northallerton is and has been increasing for several
years with its major employer, NYCC, continually shedding staff. This will ensure Northallerton will
become a dormitory town, which HDC accept, as residents are forced to travel 20+ miles to more
successful centres of employment. Far from being sustainable this will further increase air pollution
and the severe traffic congestion which already exists in the town. Instead of HDC providing or
maintaining green open spaces for public enjoyment they approve losing such areas to development.
Local people fought hard to keep ‘Brompton Gap’ a green open space between the village of Brompton
and the Eastern limits of Northallerton; HDC saw fit to develop this green open space and close the
gap. There are no public parklands to roam and enjoy. Community facilities are grossly under provided
for existing residents; HDC say the new developments will increase demand for improved facilities.
There is a lack of confidence that they will they provide these facilities when they have continually let
the existing residents down. The proposed development will increase the risk of flooding in the town
as any additional surface water discharge, even if limited to the greenfield runoff rate, will add to the
already overloaded sewerage system as it will enter the network far quicker through a piped system
than via natural land drainage. The current flood defence on Turker Beck will, by admission of the
Environment Agency, not stop flooding in the town as we were led to believe. Romanby sewage works
is operating at near maximum capacity and many of the towns sewers are 4 & 6 inch combined which
surcharge in to the streets when subjected to storms of relatively low return periods. A major re-sewering
scheme is long overdue even before contemplating further strain on already overloaded infrastructure.
I understand that HDC made it a condition that increased development was possible because the town
had a major hospital with an A&E department. The services at the Friarage Hospital are rapidly
contracting and its future as a viable hospital is seriously in doubt. It no longer has an A&E dept. Public
transport is very poor and bus routes are constantly under threat as bus companies are forced to make
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savings. There is no integrated transport system. HDC say Northallerton is well served by roads and
rail. The A1 & A19 are relatively reliable but local roads are often gridlocked at peak hours and the
train service unreliable with many trains late or cancelled. When the A1 is closed traffic is diverted
through Northallerton adding hours to journey times. Land to the rear of Winton Road N/110/011a The site would create a significant extension to Northallerton, changing the character of the Town in
that area. The site scores poorly against Objective 5. Land to the rear of Winton Road N/110/011
- Identified by HDC – Fails Objective 3. No footpaths or cycle routes. Poor or no links to footpaths,
cycle routes and public transport network.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Do not grant permission to develop the sites. Source & exhaust brownfield sites before losing valuable
green open spaces and prime agricultural land. Only provide development where there is a local need
and not for commuters to other centres of employment.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To reinforce the need to not to develop unsustainably.
Comment by

Mr Jack Dobson (1026809)

Comment ID

LPreg19-532

Response Date

17/09/19 09:09

Consultation Point

NOR 1: Winton Road, Northallerton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 Jack Dobson LPreg19-532_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I would be pleased if you would kindly note the following when a planning application is received for
development of the above sites. At the rear of Thorntree Road and Turker Lane the E.A. created a
Flood Alleviation Scheme. The works were created in difficult ground conditions due to laid-down silts
and sand and water lenses. The E.A. surveyed all properties on the periphery of the scheme and
agreed to underwrite them from any heave or subsidence caused during or subsequent to the works.
It is of concern that any major development of the same ground may cause the same conditions to
existing properties.
Comment by

Beckwith Knowle Developments ( - 1229727)

Comment ID

LPreg19-968

Response Date

17/09/19 16:29

Consultation Point

NOR 2: West of Darlington Road, Northallerton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.14

Files

2019-09-17 Northallerton Boundary Plan SK04 LPreg
965 - 968.pdf
2019-09-17 Northallerton Phasing Plan SK05 LPreg
965 - 968.pdf
2019-09-17 Beckwith Knowle Developments Ltd
LPreg19-965 redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We support and welcome the allocation of land to the west of Darlington Road Ref: NOR 2 for
employment use, part of which forms an extension to the existing allocation for employment use
(NM5E). We welcome the acknowledgement of the need for employment within Northallerton and
additional capacity via the extension to the existing allocation for employment use (NM5E) to the north.
We note however that there is a discrepancy between the boundaries shown on the plan included on
the Site Allocation description Darlington Road Ref: NOR 2 (Figure 1) and the Northallerton Proposals
Inset Map (Figure 2). A copy of both plans is provided below which highlight this inconsistency. The
boundary of the site shown on the Site Allocation description is incorrect and for soundness and
consistency it should be amended to reflect the area shown on the plan on the following page (Figure
4) which includes the existing allocation for employment use (NM5E shown in Figure 3) and the
proposed extension to the north.[see attached submissions for figures]
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Micronized Food Products Ltd (Mr David Thompson
- 1223080)

Comment ID

LPreg19-15

Response Date

22/08/19 08:27

Consultation Point

NOR 2: West of Darlington Road, Northallerton (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-22 Land to be included in NOR2 LPreg19-15

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
1. This additional representation is on behalf of Micronized Food Products Ltd, (MFP), Standard Way,
Northallerton by David Thompson. 2.The map attached marks the additional land to the south of NOR
2 which should be include in Allocated Land NM5E
Supporting documents
If you would like you can support your representation with supporting documents. Please provide a description
for any documents you upload and clearly reference them in your representation statement above.
If you want to refer to a publication that is available elsewhere or that is subject to copyright that you do not
control please provide a link to a website where it is available or give a full reference (including author(s),
full title and date of publication) in your comment.
By submitting a supporting document you give permission for the council to use it for the purposes of drawing
up planning policy for Hambleton and to reproduce the document for such purposes.
Please note: There is no limit to the size of documents that can be uploaded but please only upload relevant
documents and consider the use of extracts for long documents.
To upload more than one document first select your first document and upload it, then save your comment
using the 'Save as draft' button at the bottom of the page. You can then select another document to upload.
Please be aware that documents that are uploaded will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please
take care to make sure that no personal information such as email or postal addresses is included.
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2019-08-22 Land to be included in NOR2 LPreg19-15
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Modest expansion of Nor2 to include land immediately adjacent to the south, to include c.2acres of
land currently held for expansion of MFP
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Micronized Food Products Ltd (Mr David Thompson
- 1223080)

Comment ID

LPreg19-14

Response Date

22/08/19 08:11

Consultation Point

NOR 2: West of Darlington Road, Northallerton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.5

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
1. Representation is made on behalf of Micronized Food Products Ltd. Standard Way, Northallerton,
DL6 2XA by David Thompson, chief executive of the group, Anglia Maltings (Holdings) Ltd which owns
Micronized Food Products (MFP). 2. MFP operate a grain and pulse processing plant at the
north-western end of the Standard Way Industrial Estate. Access to the site is from Standard Way.
The site is c.4acres in extent, of which just over 2 acres is developed for industrial processes and
warehousing. The additional 2 acres is held in order to provide space for expansion of the business.
18 colleagues are employed, working on the site. 3. The land to the north-west of the existing developed
area is located immediately south of Allocation NM5E in the Local Plan, which comprises 8.74ha of
Employment Use (B class). 4. This representation seeks for the inclusion of the 2 acres of undeveloped
land in the allocation for Employment Use, as the drawing Plan NOR2, does not include all the spare
land between the Allocated Land, and the current north-western boundary of the Standard Way Industrial
Estate.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1086

Response Date

04/09/19 15:20

Consultation Point

NOR 3: Northallerton Former Prison Site (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

Historic England App B.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This site includes five Grade II Listed Buildings and lies opposite the boundary of the Northallerton
Conservation Area. We welcome the Development Requirements relating to Heritage. These will help
to ensure that the site is developed in a manner which conserves the significance of those assets.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-594

Response Date

03/09/19 09:47

Consultation Point

NOR 3: Northallerton Former Prison Site (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-594.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This site includes five Grade II Listed Buildings and lies opposite the boundary of the Northallerton
Conservation Area. We welcome the Development Requirements relating to Heritage. These will help
to ensure that the site is developed in a manner which conserves the significance of those assets.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1087

Response Date

04/09/19 15:38

Consultation Point

NOR 4: Northallerton Town Park (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

Historic England App B.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
The site includes the Bishop's Palace and Motte and Bailey which is a Scheduled Monument. We
welcome the Development Requirement relating to Heritage. These will help to ensure that any
development relating to Heritage These will help to ensure that any development on this site conserves
the elements which contribute to their significance
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-595

Response Date

03/09/19 09:53

Consultation Point

NOR 4: Northallerton Town Park (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-594.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The site includes the Bishop’s Palace and Motte and Bailey which is a Scheduled Monument. We
welcome the Development Requirements relating to Heritage. These will help to ensure that any
development on this site conserves the elements which contribute to their significance.
Comment by

Local Access Forum ( Melanie Carr - 1025267)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-639

Response Date

09/09/19 16:11

Consultation Point

NOR 4: Northallerton Town Park (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

NYLAF Advice Letter re Hambleton Local
Plan_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: NOR4 cycle parking essential, both on site
and at town centre destinations
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1088

Response Date

04/09/19 15:45

Consultation Point

NOR 5: Northallerton Sports Village (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

Historic England App B.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The south western corner of the site lies close to the Northallerton Conservation Area. We welcome
the Development Requirements relating to Heritage these will help to ensure that the site is developed
in a manner which conserves the significance of that area
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
'This green field site is located on the northern edge of Northallerton, between the East Coast Mainline
railway and Northallerton Road.' On the map the site appears to be adjacent to the Allertonshire school
as such there is an error in the above text as this is the Northallerton to Middlesbrough railway line,
not the East coast Mainline.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See above
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The south-western corner of the site lies close to the Northallerton Conservation Area. We welcome
the Development Requirements relating to Heritage. These will help to ensure that the site is developed
in a manner which conserves the significance of that area.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The whole site with the exception of the garages at the eastern corner lies within Brompton Conservation
Area. The Council has a statory duty under the provisions of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing
the character or appearance of its Conservation Areas. Due to the elevated nature of this site its
development could impact on views from across the conservation area. The need for development
proposals to have regard to this should be referred to in the Development Requirements. Suggested
Change Amend the Development Requirement for site BRO 1 as Follows: A) Add an additional bullet
- point to the Heritage requirement- ' Heritage Statement will be required for the site and should inform
proposals for development to ensure it will not harm the character and appearance of the Brompton
Conservation Area. In particular, consideration should be given to the impact which development would
have on views across the conservation due to the elevated position of the allocation site.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The whole site, with the exception of the garages at the eastern corner, lies within the Brompton
Conservation Area. The Council has a statutory duty under the provisions of the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act, 1990 to pay “special attention” to “the desirability of preserving
or enhancing the character or appearance” of its Conservation Areas. Due to the elevated nature of
this site, its development could impact on views from across the conservation area. The need for
development proposals to have regard to this should be referred to in the Development Requirements.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
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What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Amend the Development Requirements for site BRO 1 as follows:-(a) Add an additional bullet-point to
the Heritage requirement:- “A Heritage Statement will be required for the site and should inform
proposals for development to ensure it will not harm the character and appearance of the Brompton
Conservation Area. In particular, consideration should be given to the impact which development would
have on views across the conservation area due to the elevated position of the allocation site
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
These representations are written on behalf of Linden Homes to provide Hambleton Council with further
information in respect of the deliverability and suitability of our land interest at Land at Topcliffe Road,
Sowerby, Thirsk (also referred to as Land adjacent to Homeacres). We propose that the site be identified
as a potential housing land allocation within the emerging Hambleton Local Plan. We object to the site
being rejected as a potential housing allocation within the Publication Draft Local Plan. It is our
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considered opinion that the site can deliver a comprehensive development of market and affordable
housing alongside a number of community benefits to meet the needs and aspirations of the local area
over the plan period. The development proposals are situated in a suitable and highly sustainable
location in respect of existing settlement form and there are no technical or environmental (built and
natural) constraints that would preclude the development of the site. The site’s allocation would provide
a natural rounding off of the current Sowerby Gateway scheme. Its allocation would provide a
proportionate uplift in the socioeconomic benefits that Sowerby Gateway development is delivering,
whilst presenting the opportunity to accelerate the delivery of both market and affordable housing
delivery at the site. As the Council are aware, the Sowerby Gateway site’s delivery has not taken place
as originally envisaged in respect of speed of delivery and the delivery of affordable housing. The
allocation of this site could therefore have a positive impact on both of these key matters. A summary
of our representations is as follows: - We strongly object to the rejection of the site as a proposed
housing allocation by Hambleton Council. Our proposals have the potential to provide for a high-quality
residential development of approximately 150 homes (including 45 affordable homes), alongside the
delivery of public open space and associated infrastructure. The site will provide the opportunity to
help meet Hambleton’s current and future housing needs. The site can deliver 150 new homes within
the first 5 years of the Local Plan. The proposals will deliver a development which respects the
character of the surrounding area whilst providing a high-quality residential development where people
will want to live. The development of the site can deliver a long-term defensible boundary to the west
of Sowerby and Thirsk. Areas of identified biodiversity value can be preserved and enhanced within
a green infrastructure led development scheme The site represents a deliverable residential
development site. The development proposals are situated in a suitable and highly sustainable
location. The site is available now as it is under the control of a national house builder who are actively
seeking to secure the site’s allocation for residential development. The site can also be considered
achievable as new homes can be delivered on the site within the next 5 years and indeed within the
first five years of the Local Plan. There are no technical or environmental (built and natural) constraints
that would preclude the development of the site Importantly, it is also our view that additional housing
sites are needed to meet the District’s objectively assessed housing needs (OAN), on account of an
evidenced need to increase the Local Plan’s OAN and due to under-performing existing committed
development sites. This issue is discussed further below. Whilst we want to work alongside the Council
to ensure the delivery of a sound Local Plan for the District, we are concerned that unless changes
are made to the Publication Draft Local Plan prior to its submission to the Secretary of State, it will not
be in a position where it can be found sound in respect of the guidance provided in Paragraph 35 of
the NPPF 2019. Planning and Sustainability Context The site is located to the west of Sowerby, between
Topcliffe Road and Milburn Lane. The site currently consists of a private field with landscape boundary
features. The site is confined to the west by the East Coast Main Line, to the south by existing
residential/agricultural uses and to the north by the Sowerby Gateway development scheme as illustrated
by the photograph montage in Appendix 2 [see attached submission]. The site extends to 6.11ha (15.1
acres) and is currently designated within the open countryside within the Hambleton Local Development
Framework. It is identified as being located in a “Local Geological Area” within the emerging Local
Plan, a designation that does not preclude the development of the site. Land located to the north of
the site is allocated for employment use, though this site is also included within the aforementioned
Sowerby Gateway development. The topography of the site is relatively flat, meaning that in visual
terms it will be closely related to the Sowerby Gateway development scheme and the urban edges of
Sowerby and Thirsk. The site is located within Flood Risk Zone 1 (lowest risk). Following the delivery
of the Sowerby Gateway development the site will be contained on all sides. Rendering it an infill site.
The site is located in the least sensitive area for new development in Thirsk in respect of landscape
and visual impact, and the site itself will be viewed within the context of the existing and future developed
area which surround it. Consequently, in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development there will be no overall harm. The site is located within a sustainable location, with good
access to local services and facilities in the area, along with good public transport links. The site lies
within walking and cycling distance to the Sowerby Gateway development site and the number of
facilities and services that the site will deliver. The development of the site for residential use will help
to sustain the primary schools, shops, recreation and leisure facilities to be delivered by the Sowerby
Gateway scheme. The site is located within walking and cycling distance to Thirsk Secondary School,
Aldi supermarket and Travel Lodge Hotel and other commercial uses proposed on the Sowerby
Gateway development. It is within cycling distance of Thirsk town centre. Should the Council’s aspiration
to deliver a pedestrian and cycle link from the Sowerby Gateway scheme to Thirsk Train Station be
achieved, then the site would also be within walking and cycling distance from the station. The site is
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also located adjacent to future employment development at Sowerby Gateway, should this element
of the development be delivered as anticipated by both the outline planning permission and the proposed
allocation in the emerging Local Plan. The site is considered to be positioned in a very sustainable
location. It is also very strategically located as it has the ability to take full advantage of the benefits
of the new junction with the A168, meaning that the majority of future vehicle movements from the site
would not need to travel through the centre of Thirsk or Sowerby. With regard to the emerging Local
Plan, Policy SP3 identifies that the development strategy for Hambleton is to focus growth at
Northallerton and Thirsk “where development will benefit from and support the wide range of services
and facilities and good transport connections of these two main towns”. Policy HG1 furthers this position
by stating that housing allocations are proposed in Northallerton and Thirsk to enhance their role “as
the two main market towns in the district”. However, the Council then only seek to allocate two new
sites that can only deliver a further 160 homes in Thirsk. Finally, the contradictory nature of this approach
is furthered in Paragraph 5.19 where it states that: - “The level of development from sites allocated at
Northallerton and Thirsk recognises their role as the two main market towns in the district and their
role in the spatial development strategy. Both of these market towns have seen significant development
in recent years reflecting the position in the hierarchy and the strategy adopted in previous development
plans”. By virtue of their size and role in the District, Thirsk and Northallerton are the settlements in
the District which have the highest affordable housing needs. A need which will simply not be met
through the committed development sites or proposed allocations. The development of our site can
make a positive contribution to meeting these needs. Additional housing allocations are needed in
Thirsk to accelerate the delivery of the Town’s market and affordable housing needs over the emerging
Local Plan period. This matter will be discussed further below. Development Proposals We believe
that the site provides the opportunity to deliver the following key characteristics: - A size, layout and
configuration capable of supporting a sustainable housing scheme of approximately 150 homes
providing the ability to meet a range of housing needs, including 30% affordable homes on site and
bungalows. A landscape buffer and planting can be provided on the site’s western edge to screen
views from the East Coast Main Line, and to enhance the defensible boundaries to the west of the
site. Areas of public open space will be provided to deliver amenity areas for prospective residents
and also to deliver biodiversity preservation and enhancements. Enhancements to the existing
landscape features located on the site’s northern and southern boundary. Appropriate vehicular
access can be taken from Topcliffe Road. New pedestrian and cycle connections to provide linkages
to the south, east and north of the site to surrounding areas, including the services and facilities provided
within the Sowerby Gateway development and Thirsk/Sowerby. The proposed development of the site
could achieve a high standard of design that protects and enhances the local area’s setting and
character. We believe that the site can be considered a logical extension to the settlement area of
Thirsk, with the site having the potential to be designed in a manner which will enable it to be largely
enclosed on all sides and to be visually incorporated within the wider Sowerby Gateway development.
DELIVERABILITY ASSESSMENT In accordance with the definition provided within Annex 2 of the
NPPF 2018, we believe that the site can be considered as a Deliverable residential development site
on account of:- Suitability The site is located in a suitable location for residential development now.
As identified above, a sustainable development can be delivered at the site with pedestrian and cycle
access to existing services, facilities and public transport. A suitable access can be provided from
existing highways and there are no technical constraints which would preclude the development of
the site for residential use. A sympathetic layout can also be delivered which reflects the character of
the area. Availability The site is available for residential development now as there are no legal or
ownership constraints as Linden Homes have an interest in the site and by virtue of this submission
are expressing an intention to develop the site for residential use. Achievability A viable housing
development can be delivered on the site within the next 5 years. Linden Homes are seeking to develop
the site for residential use. Prior to the progression of development sites we undertake a thorough
marketing and economic viability assessment for each site, including an assessment of any site specific
abnormal costs. The site is considered to be achievable for residential development now as there is
a realistic prospect that the site can deliver new homes within the next 5 years. Deliverability Conclusion
The site can be considered a deliverable, residential development site and we provide below the
indicative economic and social benefits that the site’s release could potentially deliver: - 150 new
homes, including 45 affordable homes; £21m Construction Investment to the area; £29m Economic
output over the 4-year build period; Creation of 53 direct & 74 indirect employment opportunities;
A mix of homes to deliver identified housing needs; £825k First Occupation Expenditure; £3.7m
Total Gross Expenditure per annum from new residents. Creating 22 new jobs in the local leisure
and retail sectors. New Homes Bonus Payment of £1m over a 4 year period. £250k per annum from
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New Council Tax Payments Social infrastructure investment to the area through S106 contributions
Delivery Timescales Should the site be identified as a draft housing allocation within the Submission
Draft version of the Local Plan, it is envisaged that a planning application could be prepared and
submitted to the Council following the submission of the Local Plan to the Secretary of State, which
is currently anticipated in November 2019. Taking into account this potential submission date it is
currently envisaged that first dwelling completions on the site could take place in the monitoring year
2020/21. Within the same monitoring year as the anticipated adoption of the Local Plan (December
2020). Other than the delivery of the site’s initial site infrastructure there are no other major infrastructure
works that need to take place prior to the commencement of delivery of new homes on the site.
Accordingly, the development could commence within a year of the submission of a planning application.
Due to the site’s size, there would be one development/selling outlet delivering new homes at the site.
It is therefore anticipated that the development will deliver a yield of at least 40 homes per annum.
The table below provides the site’s cumulative dwelling delivery projection per annum that the Council
can use within their housing trajectory.[See attached representation for tables] Affordable housing;
identified areas of public open space; and landscape planting will be delivered commensurate with
the progression of the development and made available for use at an agreed point with the Council.
The development proposals can therefore deliver significant benefits to the Thirsk settlement area
within the first five-year period of the Local Plan, alongside making a significant contribution to the
Council’s ongoing 5-year housing land supply requirements. Further Technical Work As identified
above, the initial survey work we have undertaken in respect of the site’s development has not identified
any issues that would adversely impact on the site’s deliverability. However, we would be willing to
undertake further, more detailed, technical assessments as required in order to demonstrate that there
are no technical constraints that would preclude the development of the site. Should the site be identified
as a draft housing allocation within the Submission Draft version of the Local Plan, Linden Homes
would intend to submit a planning application to the Council following the submission of the Local Plan
to the Secretary of State for examination. Correcting the Council’s Evidence Base Within this section
of the representations we review the background assessment evidence associated with our site and
provide appropriate commentary where necessary. In doing so we review each relevant evidence base
document in chronological order. Preferred Options Consultation – October 2016 The site was identified
as Site Ref. T/139/017 within the Preferred Sites Consultation document. The document identified an
indicative yield of 150 homes. The site was not considered for allocation at that time on account of the
following concerns: - Loss of grade 2 agricultural land Within green infrastructure corridor, potential
negative effect on biodiversity Poor access to local services This site extends into the open
countryside to the south and away from existing services. The rural character of this area would be
compromised. It is clear from the evidence presented within these representations that each of these
concerns are either incorrect or can be overcome. With regards to the Loss of Grade 2 Agricultural
Land, we understand that the land is actually classified as Grade 3b on account of it being underlain
with sand and gravel. Notwithstanding this position, the surrounding areas of the site (including the
Sowerby Gateway site) would share the same classification. Accordingly, in order to meet the identified
housing needs of Thirsk/Sowerby such land will need to be developed. The same decision was made
prior to the allocation of the Sowerby Gateway development. Due to the size of the site, areas of
identified biodiversity value can be preserved and enhanced within a green infrastructure led
development scheme. Suitable mitigation measures to overcome this issue can be delivered. The site
is highly sustainable and within walking/cycling distance from a number of local services and facilities,
including those to be delivered as part of the Sowerby Gateway development. The site abuts the
Sowerby Gateway scheme and thus shares the same sustainability credentials as that site did prior
to its allocation, however, our site will also now benefit from the facilities that the Sowerby Gateway
scheme will deliver as well. The site is of course connected by an existing footpath to the Sowerby
Gateway development and the main Thirsk/Sowerby settlement area.The site represents an appropriate
rounding off of the Sowerby Gateway development. It is contained by existing defensible boundaries
with the East Coast Main Line to the west and Topcliffe Road to the south. The Sowerby Gateway
development also bounds the site to the north and east. For these reasons the site clearly does not
extend into the open countryside or compromise the rural character of the area. Further, as identified
above, the site is highly sustainable and strategically located in respect of accessibility to the new
A168 junction. With regards to visual and landscape impact, our position is corroborated by the
Hambleton Landscape Character Assessment and Sensitivity Study (May 2016) which is part of the
Council’s Local Plan evidence base and states: - “The lowest sensitivity is therefore to the south and
south-west, where large allocations have already been made. The remaining land between the A61
and the new allocations to the south is of low landscape and visual sensitivity, though the retention of
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green network functions through this area would be an important consideration.” The Council’s previous
assessment of the site as part of the Preferred Options Consultation was therefore inaccurate and
accordingly it should have been considered positively for allocation at that time.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We question the lack of acknowledgement within the plan of the need for new housing development
within Topliffe. We also question the reliance on sites within Thirsk and Sowerby for most of the
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Sub-area housing delivery. Furthermore we cast doubt on the soundness of draft housing allocation
site SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington. As noted above, we consider that new housing in Topcliffe
would be appropriate, given the Service Centre designation. Development would represent a sustainable
option and help to support existing shops and services and potential future growth thereof. We note
that, in accordance with those principles, a 55 unit allocation is proposed for Carlton Miniott. In respect
of the proposed Market Towns allocations, whilst we do not question the focus of housing growth
toward the top tier settlements, we do consider the need for growth within the other sustainable locations
i.e. the service villages. This would help to diversify market choice and the range of new housing
available within the sub-area. In particular, we note the proposed allocation of site SOT 1: Beechfield,
South Otterington.The village is a lower tier settlement and proposed housing within the Thirsk sub-area
Service Villages would be sequentially preferable. Conclusions We therefore consider that the allocation
of housing to Topcliffe and our clinets land at School Lane should be reconsidered as it provides a
deliverable option which will not have any adverse technical or environmental effects. The land provides
a clear opportunity for housing development within the settlement should the Council and/;or Local
Plan Inspectoir agree thyat additional housing land is required. We trust these representations will be
taken into account moving forward. Please let me know if you require any further information or have
any queries.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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2019-09-17 Part 2 Back Lane Thirsk
LPreg19-883.PDF

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Taylor Wimpey fully supports the allocation of site TIS 2 at Back Lane, Thirsk for housing in the draft
Local Plan. 4.2 The site is a sustainably located development option close to a range of local services
and is free from significant technical constraints. These representations have illustrated how the site
could be developed in accordance with the development requirements set out in the draft Local Plan.
The appended Highways Assessment also concludes that the site can be safely accessed from Back
Lane with no detriment to the local highways network. 4.3 In light of the above findings, and in the
context of the acute need for housing land set out in Part 1 of our representations, it is advocated that
the Inspector supports the Council’s intention to allocate this site for housing. [see attached submission
for Appendix 1 Indicative Masterplan]
Comment by
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2019-09-17 ELG TIS1 LPreg19-726.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client fully supports the identification in the emerging Local Plan of land off Station Road (TIS 1)
as an allocation site for housing. The site would form a logical extension beyond the existing residential
dwellings that are to the south of Station Road and development on the site would create a smoother
boundary between the development of the area and the open countryside. Consideration is given
below to the development requirements which are outlined in Part 2 of the Publication Draft Local Plan
relating to the site at Station Road, Thirsk (TIS 1) to display that the site is deliverable over the envisaged
time period and that it is able to provide a multitude of development opportunities. Site TIS 1:
Development Requirements Access and highways Vehicle, cycle and pedestrian access will be taken
from Station Road.The number of access points onto Station Road must be agreed with North Yorkshire
County Council. The cumulative impact of traffic generation from this site and 'CAM1: Ripon Way,
Calton Miniott' will need to be assessed. Advice should be sought from North Yorkshire County Council.
Works are required to extend and improve pedestrian links, including extension to the public rights of
way network to the south. It is rational that any vehicle, cycle or pedestrian access to the site is done
so from Station Road. The supporting information that is necessary will be prepared to support any
subsequent planning application at this site, in line with advice from North Yorkshire County Council.
Flood, Drainage and water management. Parts of the site towards the eastern edge are vulnerable to
surface water flooding. A site-specific flood risk assessment will be required to determine the nature
and scope of any mitigation necessary. The site is situated in flood zone 1, therefore it is at the lowest
risk of significant flooding from major water sources. However, as identified above there are parts of
the site, in particular towards the eastern edge that could be susceptible to surface water flooding.
This can be dealt with in an adequate manner through the detailed design of the scheme at the
necessary time. Biodiversity and Landscaping. A preliminary ecological appraisal and possible ecological
impact assessment will be required. Mitigation will be required to deal with any risk of habitatloss.
Existing features should be retained, including hedgerows and mature trees, and boundaries features
enhanced to screen views of the site from the south. Habitats must be protected from adverse impacts,
such as obtrusive light. Where it is possible, the retention of existing boundary hedgerows and trees
is supported along particularly along the southern boundary.The retention, protection and enhancement
of the existing boundary planting, as well as features that are identified as encapsulating any ecological
value that on the site, can be achieved effectively as part of proposals. Lighting can be designed as
part of the proposals to avoid adverse impacts on wildlife Habitats. Heritage The site is considered to
have archaeological potential, particularly for later prehistoric and Romano-British settlement, and an
archaeological assessment will be required. This will be dealt with in any subsequent planning
application. As highlighted above an archeological assessment would distinguish if the site was
archeologically important or not. Other planning considerations The site is in a minerals safeguarding
area for brick and clay; safeguarding considerations will need to be adequately addressed with
engagement with North Yorkshire County Council. This will be dealt with as part of any subsequent
planning application. Moreover, it is worth noting that most of the land around the site and the wider
area is part of the same safeguarding area. Utility provision Early engagement with Northern Gas
Network, Northern Power Grid and Yorkshire Water is recommended in order to identify any undertakings
which may be required for the development. This measure will be incorporated into any subsequent
planning application, in order to sought advice from the necessary utility firms and determine any
aspects which may be imperative to any development that is undertaken upon the site. Contamination
There is considered to be potential for contamination of the land and appropriate assessment and
mitigation, as necessary, will be required. The necessary assessment can be incorporated into any
subsequent planning applications in order to establish what measure will need to be taken, if any, to
mitigate any findings. Amenity Due to the neighboring commercial development mitigation measures
are required to mitigated adverse noise impacts. This will be dealt with as part of any subsequent
planning application and as discussed above, any necessary mitigation will be incorporated to ensure
a scheme that protects the amenity of future residents. Design, landscaping, open space provision
and green corridors. The layout should include homes fronting on to Station Road, where the access
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arrangements enable this. The building line and density of such development should respond to existing
adjacent properties. Development proposals will be required to be accompanied by a site wide
masterplan showing how the development will successfully integrate with the existing residential area
as well as addressing the constraints and opportunities of the site. Scale, massing and density
considerations in the design will be expected to have regard to the original character of the area, how
the site will be developed comprehensively. The form, scale, height and massing should be carefully
considered for development nearest to existing properties, to guard against impacts of overshadowing
and overlooking. There does not appear to be any issues that have been raised which cannot be
addressed through the detailed design and layout of a scheme which will take into account any of
these requirements. We would encourage a degree of flexibility to allow a phased development provided
that a scheme follows the principles first established in a site wide masterplan. Assessment of
Soundness Test The local plan and policies must be in accordance with paragraph 35 of the NPPF,
which states that they must be “sound”, which entails that they are; Positively Prepared –the plan
should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet the objectively assessed development
and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighboring authorities where it
reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development; Justified – the plan should
be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on
proportionate evidence; Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint
working on cross boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as
evidenced by the statement of common ground; and Consistent with national policy –the plan should
enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.
Positively Prepared It is considered that the Local Plan has been positively prepared. Justified The
allocation of land for future housing development in Thirsk is fully justified and considered to the most
appropriate strategy Effective It has been demonstrated through these representations that the Land
off Station Road is a deliverable proposition for housing development and can come forward in the
plan period to provide market and affordable housing which has been identified as necessary.Therefore,
it is considered that the land off Station Road as an allocation and the associated policies are deemed
effective. Consistent with National Policy The allocation of land off station road in Thirsk for residential
development is consistent with the policies that are set out in the NPPF of endeavoring to achieve
sustainable development. The Council’s approach of identifying land for future housing development
in Thirsk, which is identified as being a focal point of growth in the district, therefore appears to be
sound and in accordance with national planning policy. Conclusions on Deliverability The site in question
represents a deliverable site for residential development. Although there maybe potential constraints
with the site it is clear that these could be effectively mitigated and subsequently ensure that the site
can be utilised for residential development. It is suggested that a flexible approach be adopted as to
how and when development on the site is undertaken. For the reasons outlined above, our client fully
supports the site (TIS 1) as a proposed allocation at Station Road for housing in the Local Plan on the
basis it is capable of making a positive contribution towards the housing development required in the
District over the plan period. The site is deliverable as; The site, or at least parts of the site are likely
to be available within the next 5 years. The site is in a sustainable location. The site is able to contribute
to the delivery of housing provisions that are deemed necessary in the area and in the district.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Saddington Taylor are instructed on behalf of Gus Robinson Developments & Karbon Homes to object
to the deletion of proposed allocation site T/139/009 – Land off Green Lane West, Sowerby (also
known as Land to the north of Saxty Way, Sowerby). In doing so, we object to the proposed allocation
of 110 dwellings at Station Road, Thirsk (TIS 1) on the grounds that Land off Green Lane West,
Sowerby would provide a better alternative to meeting the housing needs of the District. George F
White, Savills and Saddington Taylor have previously made representations on behalf of the
Landowners, Gus Robinson Developments and Karbon Homes in response to earlier stages of
consultation. These representations remain relevant and valid. This letter sets out the reasons why it
is considered that the Council’s housing delivery strategy is unsound having regard to policies HG1
‘Housing Delivery’ Whilst the level of growth and its distribution across the market towns is supported,
we would object to part b. of Policy HG 1 which seeks to allocate two large housing sites, namely: TIS
1 Station Road, Thirsk (110 homes) and TIS 2 Back Lane, Sowerby (50 homes) on the grounds that:
• Relying on two sites only to deliver housing for Thirsk & Sowerby is unnecessary and could place
housing supply in jeopardy should delivery of these sites stall for any reason, • Restricting the proposed
allocations to two sites reduces choice in the housing market for local people, • Restricting the proposed
allocations to two sites creates a lack of competition in the marketplace and reduces opportunities for
SME housebuilders and Registered Providers alike, • The development of a large site by a volume
housebuilder often results in a poor-quality environment with an inferior product to a smaller local
housebuilders and Registered Providers who can provide a bespoke product that better reflects the
local vernacular. • The proposed site for 110 homes at Thirsk Road (TIS 1) cannot be as easily
assimilated into the existing built form of the settlement when compared to smaller infill sites or sites
on the edge of the settlement, • Specific concerns about Site TIS 1 are listed as follows: o The site is
within multiple ownership, which could cause land assembly and deliverability issues, o Development
of the site would include the demolition of up to three dwellings to the detriment of the Thirsk Road
street scene, o Europark (Business Park) bounds the site to the west which could have a detrimental
impact of the amenity of new residents by virtue of noise, smells, pollution and general disturbance,
o The site is located further from key services and amenities than previously proposed allocation site
T/139/009 – Land off Green Lane West and is therefore less sustainable. o The impact on the form
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and character of the settlement will be more acute than developing the alternative Green Lane West
/ Saxty Way site. b) Choice in the Housing Market It is also important to provide choice in the housing
market which is unlikely to be achieved through the allocation of only two sites, for 110 and 50 homes
respectively. ‘TIS 1: Station Road, Thirsk’ will most likely result in the delivery of the site by a volume
housebuilder with a standard product, which will be unattractive to some buyers due to the product on
offer but also location. We understand that site ‘TIS 2: Back Lane’ is likely be delivered for a mix of
market and affordable homes, with Karbon Homes currently having a firm interest in delivering the
site. Whilst the scale of development proposed at Back Lane allows for the delivery of a bespoke
development more in keeping with the settlement, some buyers will prefer an alternative location due
to different pull factors (such as proximity to family and friends and/or particular services). Restricting
allocations to two site at Thirsk & Sowerby significantly reduces choice in the market place which does
not serve the local community well and leads to a less sustainable patterns of development than would
result from the allocation of a number of smaller sites which would offer a variety of products and be
more attractive to the local housing market. As an alternative, we believe that ‘TIS 1: Station Road’
should be deleted altogether and the housing numbers redistributed to smaller sites around Thirsk &
Sowerby. Previously preferred allocation site T/139/009: Land off Green Lane West / Saxty Way is
the logical choice in terms of its limited impact on form and character, relationship to the settlement
and proximity to services. Furthermore, the site is largely unconstrained with regards to services,
access, ecology and is not subject to any designation, landscape or otherwise, which would preclude
its development for housing purposes. The site has the capacity to accommodate up 58 dwellings,
including a full quota of affordable housing units. c) Competition in the Market Place The Housing
White paper ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ (2017) has previously highlighted the need to diversify
the housing market. It recognises that the way in which the current house-building market operates is
ineffective and constrains the supply of new homes, because there is insufficient competition and
innovation. The Housing White Paper sets out ways to help achieve diversification in the housing
market to achieve the amount, quality and choice of housing that people want. A key part of this
includes providing support to new and different providers, more innovation in methods of construction
and supporting new investors into residential development. Through the White Paper, the government
has committed to back small and medium-sized builders to grow, including through the Home Building
Fund and bring in new contractors through the government’s Accelerated Construction programme
that can build homes more quickly than traditional builders. The White Paper provides very clear
evidence of the government’s concerns regarding the traditional lack of competition in the marketplace
which it sees as constraining the supply of new homes. Through the NPPF, the government has further
attempted to address competition in the marketplace to help boost the supply of new homes and
encourage the Growth of SMEs. Paragraphs 67-69 of the NPPF are key indicators of this and seek to
increase competition in the market by requiring local planning authorities to accommodate at least
10% of their housing requirement on sites no larger than one hectare and use tools such as area-wide
design assessments and Local Development Orders to help bring small and medium sized sites
forward. Local Planning Authorities are also encouraged to support the development of windfall sites
and work with developers to encourage the sub-division of large sites where this could help speed up
the delivery of homes. Paragraph 69 also encourages neighbourhood planning groups to consider
allocating small and medium-sized sites (of a size consistent with paragraph 68a) suitable for housing
in their area. Whilst there is some support for the meeting the housing requirement through the allocation
of smaller sites, it is arguable whether the NPPF goes far enough. To increase delivery in the housing
market, and prevent land banking, it is appropriate for Local Planning Authorities to diversify sites and
this would be achieved through the allocation of a number of smaller sites in Thirsk & Sowerby rather
than relying on two sites which may ultimately might stall, or not come forward at all. As previously
identified, we object to the Local Plan strategy insofar as it restricts its housing allocation for Thirsk &
Sowerby to two sites. This approach would result in poor competition in the marketplace and
unnecessarily restricts opportunities to deliver enough housing to meet the local housing requirement.
d) Assimilation Although Thirsk & Sowerby performs the role of a ‘Market Town’, its historic tight-knit
character and limited availability of development sites are clear physical constraints to future
development. It is submitted that future growth of the town would be better accommodated by small
to medium sized sites which can be more easily assimilated into the existing built fabric of the town
and reflect its more traditional organic growth. Development of allocation of ‘TIS 1: Station Road,
Thirsk’ for 110 homes would introduce significant new development at the western edge of the settlement
protruding into open countryside. The impact on the form and character of the settlement will be more
acute at Station Road than developing the alternative Green Lane West / Saxty Way site. The proposed
development of TIS 1 Station Road would take the form of an artificial extension to the settlement
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within open land, sitting behind established row of frontage dwellings. Whereas, the proposed
development of the Green Lane West / Saxty Way site would represent a logical “infill” development.
The field has no beneficial use, is enclosed by mature foliage on all sides, is served by two access
points and would be bound by residential development to the east, south and west. Given the scale
of development proposed at ‘TIS 1: Station Road’ there would be a considerable impact on adjacent
residential properties whereas this impact could be diffused via the allocation of numerous smaller
sites in different parts of Thirsk & Sowerby e) Design The NPPF places significant emphasis on the
importance of design in the planning process. Paragraph 124 of Section 12 states that ‘the creation
of high-quality buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning and development process
should achieve.’ Paragraph 127 further states that planning policies and decisions should ensure that
developments satisfy several criteria. These relate to the need for development to function well and
add to the overall quality of the area, be visually attractive and sympathetic to local character, ensure
a strong sense of place, provide for an appropriate amount and mix of development and create places
that are safe, inclusive and accessible. Given the additional weight that the issue of design carries in
the planning process, since the introduction of the NPPF, the benchmark for developers is set much
higher than it has been historically. This poses significant challenges for volume housebuilders who
are reluctant to design bespoke house types for a site and responds to the positive elements of urban
design which characterise the local area. Whilst it is for the developer of the proposed allocation to
ensure that a good standard of design can be achieved, we submit that a higher standard of design
is likely to be gained from the allocation of a number of smaller sites, which are likely to be available
to small or medium sized housebuilders which are more likely to be local and whose product better
suits the local vernacular. f) TIS 1: Station Road, Thirsk – Deliverability & Compatibility Issues We hold
further concerns about the deliverability and compatibility of the ‘TIS 1: Station Road, Thirsk’ site which
are summarised as follows: • The site is within multiple ownership, which could cause land assembly
and deliverability issues, • Development of the site would include the demolition of up to three dwellings
to the detriment of the Thirsk Road street scene, • Europark (Business Park) bounds the site to the
west which could have a detrimental impact of the amenity of new residents by virtue of noise, smells,
pollution and general disturbance, • The site is located further from key services and amenities than
previously proposed allocation site T/139/009 – Land off Green Lane West and is therefore less
sustainable. Proposed allocation site TIS 1 is located 1.5km from the nearest school, 800m from a
food store, 1 km from other shops and services, by comparison the Green Lane West / Saxty Way site
is located 400m from a school, 900m from a food store and shops (distance will be reduced to around
600m following the completion of Sowerby Gateway). Part 2: Site Allocations In light of the above
comments in opposition to part b. of Policy HG 1, this representation objects to the allocation of site
‘TIS 1: Station Road, Thirsk’ for residential development. The proposed allocation of only two sites to
meet the needs of the Thirsk & Sowerby community over the lifetime of the plan is unsound and does
not provide an appropriate strategy in light of other options, namely the allocation of a number of
smaller sites to accommodate the level of growth anticipated by the plan. The proposed allocation
would be inconsistent with Housing White Paper ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ and national policy
which aim to diversify the housing market, increase competition and assist small and medium
housebuilders to help bring sites forward quickly. In objecting to the proposed allocation of site ‘TIS
1’, it is requested that land off Green Lane West / Saxty Way, Sowerby be reinstated as a preferred
allocation site. The Landowner, Karbon Homes and Gus Robinson Developments have already
promoted this site through previous consultation stages in the preparation of the plan, and was allocated
the reference T/139/009 We can confirm that the landowners (represented by Withers LLP) remain
extremely keen to deliver the site for housing and there has been no significant change in circumstances
since the earlier rounds of consultation. Karbon Homes, in partnership with Gus Robinson
Developments, benefit from a live option to purchase the site and are actively involved in promoting
the site via the local plan process. Karbon Homes has commissioned architectural drawings, technical
reports and other preparatory work necessary to deliver a successful scheme for residential
development. Karbon Homes, in partnership with Gus Robinson Developments, have a track record
in delivering successful housing schemes throughout North Yorkshire and the North East. The following
key benefits have been identified in relation to this site: • The delivery of development in a sustainable
location with a good range of services and facilities which are accessible to future occupiers of the
site; • The delivery of 57 dwellings, including a policy compliant amount of affordable housing (30%);
• A logical in-fill development at the edge of the settlement; • Sensitive to the existing form and character;
• Residential development would make efficient use of a disused football field; • Suitable and safe
access can be achieved from Saxty Way; • Site is not subject to any significant constraints; The site
is within flood zone 1 and therefore has a low risk of flooding; • The site has no statutory landscape
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designation and the development of the site would have no impact upon any important landscape
features; • Site owner has clear intentions to develop the site; • Karbon Homes are committed to
delivering a residential development scheme; • Karbon Homes benefit from a live option; • The site
has been shown to be viable; and • Site is suitable, available and deliverable. Concluding Remarks
On behalf of the Landowner, Karbon Homes & Gus Robinson Developments, we therefore object to
part b. of Policy HG 1 relating to the allocation of site ‘TIS 1: Station Road, Thirsk’ for residential
development. The proposed allocation of the site is unsound having regard to more sustainable patterns
of development. Consequently, the Publication Draft Local Plan fails to provide an appropriate strategy
to accommodate the level of growth anticipated, when there are more suitable sites available and
deliverable within the town. The proposed allocation of site ‘TIS 1’ would be inconsistent with the
Housing White Paper ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ and national policy which aim to diversify the
housing market, increase competition and choice for the consumer and assist small and medium
housebuilders to help bring sites forward quickly. The proposed allocation would also introduce a scale
of development that is more difficult to assimilate into the existing built up area without adversely
impacting landscape character and having a harmful effect on existing residential properties bordering
the site. Furthermore, development of the site is unlikely to achieve the high standards of design that
are required by national policy which ensure that development respects the character of the settlement
and retains a sense of place In objecting to the proposed allocation, the Landowner, Karbon Homes
& Gus Robinson Developments request that consideration be given to the re-allocation of land off
Green Lane West / Saxty Way, Sowerby (ref. T1/39/009) in order to meet the local housing requirement.
We have already promoted this site through various stages of the emerging plan and submits that the
allocation of the site, together with other smaller sites in Thirsk & Sowerby, would provide a more
effective strategy in meeting the housing requirement and in way that was consistent with national
policy
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: TIS 1 CIL or sec.106 could be used to
provide cycling route into town centre
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
TIS 1 CIL or sec.106 could be used to provide cycling route into town centre

Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1090

Response Date

04/09/19 15:58

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

Historic England App B.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This site adjoins the boundary of the Sowerby Conservation Area The Heritage Background Paper
considers that the development of this site will harm elements which contribute to the significance of
the Conservation Area and sets out a number of mitigation measures to reduce that harm. However
not all these are reflected within the Development Requirements for this site. Amend the Development
Requirement for Site TIS1 as Follows: a) Biodiversity and landscaping line 3 amend to read ' should
be retained including the hedgerows of the medieval strip system the mature trees and boundary
features ..'
Comment by

Mrs Katherine Mistry-Tulloch (1225740)

Comment ID

LPreg19-341

Response Date

17/09/19 15:29

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.5

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We object for the following reasons: - The local residents are all opposed to the proposed development.
- The consultation process requires objections to be submitted online, on a site which is not very user
friendly. Many of the local residents are elderly. Will their voices be heard? - Not enough has been
done to seek the opinions of those affected. The consultation period lasted for all of two weeks. I only
found out about the consultation period closing by accident.The impression given is that the consultation
does not really seek to find out what the local residents think. - Back Lane, which runs along the site
is narrow, many cars are parked alongside it. The proposed development would put unbearable strain
on traffic down that road and the residents. - Why is Sowerby being singled out for housing
developments - we are already having to cope with the effects of the 1,000 homes at Sowerby Gateway,
a further 100 or so have recently been passed. This is not right, and not fair on the local community.
- The field hosts a wonderful habitat and wildlife. Why destroy it? - Sowerby is village and we want to
keep it that way. - The field is owned by a developer. Is personal interest being put above what is best
for the community?
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Hobson Watson (1225472)

Comment ID

LPreg19-248

Response Date

15/09/19 18:03

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.9
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This is the most user unfriendly site I have ever used, it is difficult to find and difficult to navigate your
way around once onto the correct site. I know of several neighbours who have tried to comment and
not been successful. This is for various reasons, 80% of my local community are over 65 and are not
familiar using the internet and have basic or no knowledge of using a computer. However, if you were
to ask their opinion of the proposed development they would all strongly object. it seems that the
planning office is discriminating against older people. Surely in 2019 information such as this, should
be made accessible and available to all members of the public. The proposed site itself seems far from
appropriate, the lane is narrow with many parked cars along the side especially opposite the site. De
Mowbray Court (directly opposite) has 5 car parking spaces and one for visitors off road, the remaining
residents park along the road side. There are 18 flats at De Mowbray Court and more than half the
residents have one or two vehicles. On an evening when everyone has returned form work there is
already insufficient parking spaces for residents to park safely. There is also a number of elderly, often
unwell residents living at De Mowbray Court. There are a number care staff/health professionals visiting
2/3 times daily, as well as ambulances. Only this week I watched an ambulance do a three point turn
to get out of De Mowbray Court. There is already a large number of vehicles using back lane on a
daily basis when considering how narrow width of the road. There is also a bend in the road less than
100 yards from the entrance to the site which already restricts visibility for for drivers to De Mowbray
Court and will do so to the proposed site. How can a further development on Back Lane be appropriate?
The field itself is adjacent to the newly developed small environment green space, which was supposed
to make up for the number of fields and hedgerows we have already lost when building Sowerby
gateway. The proposed field is full of wild life, particularly hedgehogs which will extinct in my life time.
Surely it is wrong to create a habitat and encourage wildlife to an area adjacent, then rip up the ground
to build houses immediately next door. Sowerby is village and the residents want to keep it this way,
but it is very quickly being spoilt by greedy developers. Sowerby has already seen plans passed for a
further 95 houses on top of the new 982 homes already planned for Sowerby Gateway, we do not
need any more houses. it seems the only reason we are looking at building on this site is because the
field is owned by a developer.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Karbon Homes Ltd ( - 1229641)

Comment ID

LPreg19-934

Response Date

17/09/19 16:21

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 Karbon Homes LPreg19-932.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Further to the our representations relating to Draft Policy HG1, we have given consideration to the
development requirements outlined in Part 2 of the Publication Draft Local Plan relating to the Land
at Back Lane, Sowerby (site TIS2). These are outlined in detail below. Access and highways • Vehicle,
cycle and pedestrian access will be taken from Back Lane. • Works are required to extend and improve
pedestrian links, including the provision of access to the public right of way that runs along the western
boundary of the site. With regards to the above highway requirements, Karbon Homes are seeking
advice from highway consultants to inform the highway design for the scheme, which will be progressed
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in line with the above requirements. In addition, as previously highlighted, Karbon Homes are currently
progressing with pre-application discussions with the Local Planning Authority and will consider any
highways comments. However, initial investigations have confirmed that there is no issue with the
suggested requirements. Flood, drainage and water management • Parts of the site in the eastern half
are vulnerable to surface water flooding. A site specific flood risk assessment will be required to
determine the nature and scope of any mitigation necessary. The site is located within flood zone 1
and is therefore at the lowest risk of fluvial flooding. As identified above, there is however a very small
area that has a low vulnerability to surface water flooding. This is a very small area and can be
adequately dealt with through the detailed design of the scheme at the relevant time. Biodiversity and
landscaping • A preliminary ecological appraisal and possible ecological impact assessment will be
required. Mitigation will be required to deal with any risk of habitat loss. Existing features should be
retained, including hedgerows and mature trees, and boundaries features enhanced to screen views
of the site from the south and west. Habitats must be protected from adverse impacts, such as obtrusive
light. 2.16 An ecology appraisal is currently being completed and submitted with any future planning
application. Any mitigation measures identified within the assessment will be considered and
implemented where required. No issues are envisaged given the lack of potential habitat on site. The
retention of existing boundary hedgerows and trees, where possible, is supported along with the
provision of further landscaping within the scheme. The retention, protection and enhancement of the
existing boundary planting, as well as any features of ecological value that are identified within the
site, can be achieved effectively as part of proposals; significant additional landscape planting across
the site as part of development will also provide opportunities for biodiversity enhancements. Heritage
• The site is adjacent to the Sowerby Conservation Area. A Heritage statement will be required for the
site and include careful consideration is required to ensure that the development will not cause harm
to the elements that contribute to the significance of this heritage asset. • This site forms part of the
historic landscape which retains some evidence of former medieval strip fields. The site is considered
to have archaeological potential, particularly for later prehistoric and Romano-British settlement and
an archaeological assessment will be required. Historically, Front Street forms the core of the village
with Back Lane providing a rear access to the crofts at their rear, facing west. Over time, the crofts
have been infilled with new houses taking access onto Back Lane. During the 20th century further
development has occurred to the west of Back Lane, providing a secondary element to the village
frontage, altering the character of this landscape. The proposed site forms a natural continuation of
this 20th century pattern of development along Back Lane. Karbon Homes Ltd support the Council’s
conclusion that any potential harm can be mitigated through design and layout and fully support the
identification of the site as a draft allocation in the Publication Draft Local Plan. It is accepted that a
specific Heritage Impact Assessment of this site will be required to accompany a planning application.
This will identify the assets which could be affected by the proposed development; consider the
significance and setting of the identified heritage assets; assess the effects of the proposed development
on the significance of the identified heritage assets; demonstrate how the proposal has explored ways
to maximise enhancement and minimise harm; and consider the appropriateness and acceptability of
the scheme in light of the current legislation and policy relevant for decision making. In conclusion, it
is clear that a scheme which takes into account the requirements of draft policy, NPPF and heritage
background paper can be readily achieved on the site. In addition, the potential sensitivity of this site
in terms of archaeological potential is acknowledged and the required archaeological investigation is
taking place. Utility Provision • Early engagement with Northern Gas Network, Northern Power Grid
and Yorkshire Water is recommended in order to identify any undertakings which may be required for
the development. Karbon Homes will undertake the due diligence in terms of engaging with the
aforementioned infrastructure providers in order to identify any undertakings required for the
development. Design, landscaping, open space provision and green corridors • Development statement
outlining the proposals will be required to be accompanied with a planning application and show how
the development will successfully integrate with the existing residential area as well as addressing the
constraints and opportunities of the site. Scale massing and density considerations in the design will
be expected to have regard to the original character of the area. This includes having regard to the
linear frontage of Back Lane. This has been established by neighbouring and facing properties, this
should be continued with the form of development including properties fronting onto the street. There
are not considered to be any issues raised that cannot be addressed through the detailed design and
layout of a scheme which take into account these requirements and those set out in relation to heritage
matters. It is considered that the Local Plan is positively prepared. Justified The allocation of land for
future housing development in Thirsk with Sowerby is fully justified and considered to the most
appropriate strategy. Effective It has been demonstrated through these and earlier representations
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that the Land at Back Lane, Sowerby (site ref. TIS 2) and the additional land to the north, is a deliverable
proposition for housing development and can come forward early in the plan period to provide much
needed housing in the District. These representations have also demonstrated that a detailed scheme
for the site can be delivered which meets the suggested development requirements outlined in Part 2
of the Publication Draft Local Plan relating to the Land at Back Lane, Sowerby (site ref. TIS 2). It is
therefore considered that the proposed allocation of the Land at Back Lane, Sowerby (site ref. TIS 2)
and its accompanying policy are effective. Consistent with National Policy The allocation of land in
Sowerby for residential development is consistent with the policies in NPPF to promote sustainable
development in rural areas. Sowerby is located in close proximity to Thirsk, one of the main market
towns within the plan area, which offers a wide range of services. The Council’s approach of identifying
land for future housing development in Sowerby is therefore sound and accords with national planning
policy. Conclusions on Deliverability As these representations have demonstrated, the site represents
a suitable, sustainable location for residential development, with no physical or environmental constraints
that would restrict its development and which could not be mitigated effectively. Furthermore, the site
is available now and could come forward early in the Local Plan. The NPPF states that for sites to be
considered ‘deliverable’ they should be: “available now, offer a suitable location for development now,
and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within 5 years”.
As such, there are three tests of deliverability, which are assessed below. • Suitability; • Availability;
and • Achievability. Suitability • The site has excellent links to employment, education and retail services;
• The site is not subject to any heritage, ecological, or landscape designations that would preclude
development and which could not be effectively mitigated; • The site is wholly within Flood Zone 1 and
therefore at the lowest risk of flooding; and • The site is adjacent to a predominantly residential area
and redevelopment for residential; purposes would not introduce an incompatible land use. Availability
• There are no ownership constraints to development; the landowners are willing to dispose of the land
for residential purposes; the site is available now. Achievability • Ground conditions are appropriate
for residential development; no significant remediation will be required; and • Safe and suitable access
can be provided In view of all the above, delivery of the site for residential development is achievable
within five years. For the reasons outlined above, Karbon Homes fully support its proposed allocation
of Land at Back Lane, Sowerby (Site ref. TIS 2) for housing in the Local Plan on the basis it represents
an excellent, appropriate opportunity for the low impact release of a site adjacent - and well related to an existing residential area, which is capable of making a strong positive contribution towards the
housing development required in the District over the plan period. There is a need to ensure that there
is sufficient land allocated to ensure a flexible and responsive range of sites for consistent delivery of
housing to meet the objectively assessed requirements over the plan period as required by the NPPF.
Moreover, as outlined at paragraph 2.3, Karbon Homes also have an interest in the land to the north
of site allocation TIS2, which was identified as a preferred option in the additional sites consultation
under reference ALT/T/139/020. The additional land to the north can be delivered in tandem with site
allocation TIS2. The site is deliverable, as: • It is AVAILABLE for development NOW • It offers a
SUITABLE LOCATION for development NOW • A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT of housing can be delivered
on the site within 5 years • Development of the site is VIABLE The development of the right mix of
housing on the site in accordance with evidenced based housing needs of the locality and will fulfil the
three dimensions for sustainable development as identified by NPPF: Economic Contributing to building
a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is
available in the right places and at the right time to support growth and innovation; and by identifying
and coordinating development requirements, including the provision of infrastructure. Social Supporting
strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs
of present and future generations; and by creating a high quality built environment, with accessible
local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its health, social and cultural well-being;
and Environmental Contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment;
and, as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste
and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low carbon economy.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
Karbon Homes would like the opportunity to attend any hearing session relevant to Land at Back Lane,
Sowerby (site: TIS2) to answer any questions the Inspector may have on the site and also defend any
objections from third parties.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-598

Response Date

02/09/19 10:16

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-594.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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This site adjoins the boundary of the Sowerby Conservation Area. The Heritage Background Paper
considers that the development of this site will harm elements which contribute to the significance of
the Conservation Area and sets out a number of mitigation measures to reduce that harm. However,
not all these are reflected within the Development Requirements for this site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Amend the Development Requirements for Site TIS1 as follows:-(a) Biodiversity and Landscaping line
3 amend to read:- “.. should be retained including the hedgerows of the medieval strip system, the
mature trees and boundary features…”

Comment by

Mr Richard Kumar (1225696)

Comment ID

LPreg19-319

Response Date

17/09/19 13:04

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This plan is not legally compliant as residents have not been informed of intent to build 50 houses.
This plan is not sound as there is not enough infrastructure to support 50 houses and their cars. Back
Lane is a small narrow road which contains many elderly residents and this plan is downright dangerous
for them. The plan should be withdrawn on grounds of safety. This plan does not comply with the duty
to cooperate and I believe there is significant danger to Sowerby residents. I therefore ask that the
plan is withdrawn.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mrs Evelyn Cramer (1225857)

Comment ID

LPreg19-359

Response Date

13/09/19 14:29

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-13 E Cramer_LPreg19-359redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
[Personal information redacted] to a proposed development site which was measured by engineers
last month. The engineers did not give any details as to which building company will be requesting
planning permission. Herein are my comments and objections relating to this planning proposal: The
proposed housing estate will be visually overbearing for those residents who already live in the area.
It is an inappropriate for this part of the village. Such a large building area would be totally out of
keeping with the neighbouring properties, which are mainly smaller retirement homes. Access to the
housing site will be adjacent to our courtyard causing noise, pollution and dust at all times of the day
and night and n increase of traffic where there are elderly people crossing. This additional concentration
of traffic and roadside parking will cause traffic problems and create a safety hazard for other motorists
and residents who live in the area. We invite you to visit our homes to verify that these objections are
valid. I am also concerned about the wildlife that live in the chosen field; we have foxes, rabbits, birds
and all kinds of insects that use the field, shrubs, hedgerows and trees for their habitat. I would be
concerned about them losing their homes and a whole eco system in our area being destroyed.
Therefore, we ask that Hambleton Borough Council refuse this Planning Application and encourage
this company to build somewhere it will have less impact on the elderly and be less intrusive on
neighbouring properties, and more sensitive to the character of this village and the animals and insects
we live along side. Should you require any additional information, clarification of any comments made
[personal information redacted],
Comment by

Susan Davidson (1225713)

Comment ID

LPreg19-340

Response Date

17/09/19 15:26

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This proposal is not sound Back lane is too narrow to accept more traffic.On road parking for homes
with no driveway make it even narrower. Back Lane feeds on to Gravel Hole Lane which is very busy.
Parked cars at the crossroads of Back Lane and Gravel Hole Lane make it difficult to see when other
vehicles are approaching the junction from the left. This is a road safety issue.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
There are to be another 97 houses built on Sowerby Gateway so why use the green space on Back
Lane.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Andrea Cope (1225700)

Comment ID

LPreg19-327
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Access and Highways Back Lane is a narrow lane with cars parked on the roadside. 50 houses equates
to AT LEAST100 cars. Back Lane and Gravel Hole Lane are not equipped to carry this amount of
traffic. Gravel Hole Lane is a death trap at peak times, to add 100 cars all trying to access Gravel Hole
Lane, Gravel Hole lane is an accident waiting to happen. De Mowbray House require 24Hr access for
carers and the emergency services and they would be severely hampered by the large increase in
traffic. Blakey Lane is collapsing on both sides due to the severe increase in traffic as the cars from
Sowerby Gateway use it enrolee to York and Gravel Hole Lane is heading the same way. Sowerby's
road infrastructure is not capable of coping with the load they are expecting it to? Sowerby Gateway
and the new estate being built on Station Road are already impacting on traffic movement- on market
day, race dates and at peak times Thirsk is gridlocked and as vehicles converge on the Tesco
roundabout chaos. Biodiversity and Landscaping Back Lane is a pretty country lane with hedges and
adjacent fields, full of wildlife, deer, hedgehogs, foxes and birds. More houses would evict wildlife and
spoil more of our beautiful countryside. Other Sowerby has already has an Aldi, Premier Inn Sports
village and 900 houses all within a short distances of this site. Less green fields, more houses, more
pollution leads to unhappy unhealthy people.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Why not build the houses at Sowerby Gateway and leave the rest of the village alone.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Traffic congestion has become a real problem in this area, the proposed access to this development
is from Back Lane, this would have to be via Gravel Hole Lane, Front St., or Blakey Lane. ALL of these
roads have potential traffic hazards and are already reduced to single flow traffic due to parked cars
and narrow roads. These roads have also seen an increase in traffic from being used as a rat run to
avoid congestion at Thirsk Market Place and Westgate mini roundabout to get to other recent
developments. We cannot continue to increase the housing population of this scale in an area which
does not have the infrastructure to support them. The very nature of this area would make it very
difficult if not impossible to make changes which would address these issues. Possibly a ring road
system on the south side of Sowerby would resolve the problem.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This part of the plan is not sound. As you can see on the map this preferred site would create a stand
alone major housing development (major being defined as 50 houses or more). which is bound on all
sides by green fields, one of which leads out to greenbelt. This particular part of Sowerby is already
subject to dense house building, with all the associated problems. Access and highways Firstly, Back
Lane is too narrow for vehicular access to service a building site for a major housing development.
This would cause an unacceptable level of disruption to the daily lives of existing residents. Back Lane
is a a short narrow curved lane with a blind bend, approximately a third of a mile long. Which is bound
on one side of the road by a large hedge and on the other by residential houses. Using this site for a
major housing development would cause a severe localised adverse traffic impact. 50 houses could
potentially mean 100 cars. A number of the houses on Back Lane do not have off road parking. On
road parking narrows the lane further, only one vehicle can pass safely with caution. Opposite the site
for this major development is the vehicular access to an over 55's housing complex.(De Mowbray
Court see map .) It is vital that this access is not blocked as it is used daily by doctors, nurse, caregivers
and ambulances. The exit from Back Lane out on to Gravel Hole Lane leads to a dense residential
area, a large portion of which was constructed in 1940 and 1950 with road infrastructure suitable for
car ownership levels of that period. In 0.22 of a mile exiting the opposite end of Back Lane to access
the major road links leads you back to Gravel Hole Lane and the problems I have already stated. Within
approximately a one mile radius there are 3 schools with a total capacity of 1663 pupils, and all the
vehicular activity this generates. Recent development includes:Over 900 houses, Premier Inn, Aldi,
Sports village. Biodiversity and Landscaping This site is now home to much of the wildlife evicted by
the above mentioned development. Deer, foxes, hedgehogs and the hedgerow nests many birds. The
Core Strategy States that one of its aims is to improve the lives of people in the area. The density of
house building in such a small area and the loss of green fields increases stress, along with the
increased pollution, all have negative impact on wellbeing. Back lane is one of the last organic dog
walking areas in this part of Sowerby. It is part of the character of the area.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
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Find a safer more suitable site, Sowerby is a village that is in the process of absorbing over 900 houses.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To communicate the difficulties this development will create on behalf of the residents
Comment by

Mr Kenneth Woods (1225608)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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I cannot see the need or justification for another 50 homes considering the area is already under heavy
development of up to 1000 new homes in the Sowerby Gateway and the new Furlong Park development
on station road. The application states that the housing shall be not impact on the wildlife habitat in
the area, which I cannot see being possible with 50 properties located in such a small area, how can
the current habitats be maintained as the hedges will have to be significantly altered to give access
to the site. This density will also impact the requirement to develop in the style of the back lane
properties. Back lane is a very narrow lane and will not be sufficient to allow access to the site. The
lane can only just support the current traffic load of parking and passing. There isn’t even a continuous
footpath, which is tolerable at the current volume of traffic but could not take any further increase in
volume. This development does not seem to be for the people of the area but just for a developer to
try and make a quick buck from land purchased many years ago and the current push for building of
non-affordable substandard housing.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mrs Faith Bishop (1225610)

Comment ID

LPreg19-287

Response Date

16/09/19 21:40

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Access and Highways Back Lane is very narrow with cars parked permanently outside houses with
no garages and drives - Therefore no easy access and also includes a blind corner. Biodiversity and
Landscaping Plot is between fields on either side and behind - so still agricultural land. Other 950
Houses already and still no school or surgery as promised.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
find another site.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Access and Highways Back Lane is very narrow with cars parked permanently outside houses with
no garages or drives - Therefore no easy access and also includes a blind corner. Majority of
householders are elderly and the area includes a complex for older people needing help from carers
who have to use their own cars daily. There is no additional infrastructure in place for any additional
housing beyond what is planned already.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
find a more suitable site
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The access road to this site is narrow and has a lot of parked cars on it. Given there is currently a
massive housing development in the area do we really need more houses???? How are the local
doctors going to cope with yet more patients??? The local schools are already at capacity especially
the secondary school, how are they going to cope with more students???? Before anymore houses
are built in the area a new doctors surgery needs to be built, a new dentists needs to be built, the
schools need to be expanded and supplied with the facilities needed to take on additional students.
There is only so much a small town can deal with before it cracks under the pressure.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Access and Highways Traffic has increased on this very narrow road. Difficult for the elderly with
walking frames and mobility scooters as cars park on the pavements as there is no where else to park.
Utility Provision Can sewage system deal with more houses? Other Lived here for a long time. Already
to much building in Sowerby which has affected public services.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
find another
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Access and Highways This is a very narrow road. The site is at the narrowest part of the road and just
before a blind bend. how will elderly people using walking frames and mobility scooters leave their
homes safely to get on with their day to day lives. The vehicles used to supply the site to build 50
house will cause severe disruption to their lives. The site is opposite the entrance to De Mowbray Court
an old person's complex, doctors, nurses and ambulances use this entrance frequently through the
day. Other Over 900 house are being built in Sowerby. Sowerby is a village.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
find another site
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mr Gavin Coventry (1225486)

Comment ID

LPreg19-282

Response Date

16/09/19 21:14

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 341

Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
At present the part of Back Lane adjacent to the proposed site is a narrow lane and as with many
residential areas is congested with parked cars. The proposed plan for 50 new homes will make this
narrow lane a bottle neck with cars bringing the lane to a stand still. Due to the non existent pavements
many people many of whom are getting on in years are all ready forced to use the road to navigate
the parked cars and uneven camber either side of the lane. The additional traffic for this development
no matter if the traffic is one way will make this part of Back Lane a no go for many of its residents.
This will also apply to the many families who move into the development if they choose to walk into
Thirsk or go to the local schools.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mrs Margaret Johnson (1225580)

Comment ID

LPreg19-281

Response Date

16/09/19 21:04

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Access and Highways Back Lane is VERY narrow, now with the recent development of Sowerby
Gateway, Premier Inn and Aldi, it has become a rat run with speeding traffic. A serious highway safety
issue. Utility Provision 5 years ago Back Lane was closed from January to May, while they laid a 12
inch pipe underground to take away all the sewage from Sowerby Gateway etc Is this same pipe going
to accommodate 50 more homes? I doubt that, the man hole covers already smell on a night when
the sewage is being pumped down. Biodiversity and Landscaping This field is now one of the last
green fields remaining on the west side of Sowerby's Front St. It is a haven for numerous hedgehogs,
deer, foxes and rabbits. Other we already have a sizeable amount of housing in Sowerby. This is
further pure over development of our village.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Find another site
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The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Comments.
Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (30/07/19 to 17/09/19)
Comment by

Mr Derek Pringle (1225578)

Comment ID

LPreg19-279

Response Date

16/09/19 20:37

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Access and Highways Any extra houses built on Back Lane would cause extra traffic on the narrow
road causing many problems with limited footpaths and elderly people crossing the road in the nearby
flats (De Mowbray Court)
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Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
use a different site
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Ann Bamelt (1225576)

Comment ID

LPreg19-273

Response Date

16/09/19 16:58

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Access and Highways 1. The road is too narrow for the traffic that uses it now. 2. There is no parking
for cars to the North of the Tannery as it is now. 3. The area in question is a Bungalow Area to the
North, East and South of it. 4.This land is also good agricultural grazing land. 5.Sowerby is a village
and should be kept as so 6. Too many new builds have taken place around Thirsk with NO additional
Doctors for this area.IT is with great difficulty that you can get a Doctor's appointment. 7.Back Lane
would no longer be Back Lane if it had houses on the West of it.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Use another site
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mrs Hilda Stamp (1225575)

Comment ID

LPreg19-271

Response Date

16/09/19 16:45

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)
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Status
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Submission Type
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Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Access and Highways On a safety aspect do not need any more traffic on this dangerous narrow road
The residents of De Mowbray Court do not have parking inside the complex. This means cars and
vans park on this narrow road. Due to increase of traffic getting my car out on to the road can seem
life threatening at times, due to the increase and speed of traffic. Biodiversity and Landscaping As an
older resident you are taking away green fields, habitat and memories
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 4

It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Choose another site with roads that are more suitable to cope with an increase in traffic. this is a safety
issued.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mr Richard Bradford (1225552)

Comment ID

LPreg19-262

Response Date

16/09/19 13:30

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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As a resident of Sowerby (Front Street) and my property having a driveway that exits onto Back Lane
for 30 years I know that the addition of these 50 houses will cause even further congestion to the
already busy road of Back Lane. The road is already lined with cars therefore the addition of 50 houses
will bring roughly 100 further cars if it is estimated that every house hold has 2 cars. Making this small
road that is residential road into an even busier through road to reach these houses. Due to the level
of cars that are already on Back Lane, lining each side of the street in places causes it to be very
narrow at times only just allowing one car through at a time therefore it is clear that the capacity is
already reached and that these plans do not properly take into consideration the environment they are
wanting to be implemented in. Thirsk has already increased massively in size over the past couple of
years with the addition of 900 houses at Sowerby Gateway, the development down by the train station
to name a few. On a market day, rush hour and race day it makes it impossible to move through Thirsk
as the level of traffic in this 'small market town' is so heavy despite the introduction to the additional
access to the A168 to try and bipass some of the traffic around the center it seems to have made
minimal impact. There is also the issue of the small bridge used to cross the river down Blakey Lane,
due to how narrow this bridge is and with the addition of large concrete blocks to deter lorry/large van
drivers, this causes back ups as individuals must approach the bridge slowly to cross it within the
space between the blocks therefore further houses will only make these back up worse.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Rejecting the plan of these additional 50 houses will prevent the issues I have advised above.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mrs Patricia Flavin (1225481)

Comment ID

LPreg19-258

Response Date

16/09/19 09:48

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Am concerned how this will impact on de Mowbray court where will entrance to site be extra traffic
lorries etc during building noise and mess our entrance has to be accessible at all times. The hedgerow
opposite wildlife destroyed? Intrusion into our private space used as cut through this is not acceptable,
need to consider will affect us as community during and after construction, my flat is on back lane very
close to pathway what protection will we have from houses overlooking us. Where is the infrastructure
to accommodate extra people, surgeries buses etc excessive traffic noise pollution parking. I feel this
development will ruin what is a lovely environment in a quiet lane we already have much more traffic
cutting down back lane due to gateway development. Green belt is supposed to be saved not built on
at every opportunity, surely we have enough development going on in Sowerby it's becoming a town
not a village which is a great pity.
Comment by

Mrs Carolyn Boam (1225033)

Comment ID

LPreg19-246

Response Date

15/09/19 17:35

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I have a concern regarding the width of the road and also blind bend where this proposed development
is. There is no footpath in front of house number 39, when the people who live there park their cars
outside their home anyone walking past the property have to walk in the middle of the road which can
be dangerous. With the additional traffic a new development brings to a narrow road without footpaths
in part the situation will only get worse. There are certainly existing parking issues on Back Lane from
number 39 to the end of the proposed development. De Mowbray Court is a complex for people aged
over 55, with some residents in need of care, the emergency services and care workers have to have
access at at all times.
Comment by

Mr Richard Cole (1225456)

Comment ID

LPreg19-241

Response Date

14/09/19 21:47

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The plan for this site ignores the fact that the access road to the site is presently heavily congested
with parked cars all along the road, particularly at the proposed entrance to the site. It is also an
extremely narrow road and combined with the congestion entrance and exit from the site makes this
plan totally unworkable. I also object strongly to more houses being built in Sowerby village, already
severely congested.
Comment by

Mrs Alison Britton (1225313)

Comment ID

LPreg19-225

Response Date

12/09/19 17:50

Consultation Point

TIS 2: Back Lane, Sowerby (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I realise that this is an early outline for later development, and not detailed planning consent, but
consider the density of 50 homes in a limited space inappropriate on the outskirts of the village,
particularly as it is adjacent to a conservation area. I would also be interested to learn more about any
remaining medieval field systems that may be lost for ever should this go ahead. They are an important
feature of the fields around the village that are used for walking and recreation.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land ( - 1229420)

Comment ID

LPreg19-881

Response Date

17/09/19 09:58

Consultation Point

Carlton Miniott (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.15

Files

2019-09-17 Part 2 Carlton Miniott LPreg 19-881
redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The land at South of Carlton Road, Carlton Miniott (ref: T/025/007, T/025/008, and T/139/014) represents
a suitable and sustainable location for new housing development. The three land parcels are being
pursued as a single cohesive development option by Taylor Wimpey, and the site is capable of delivering
approximately 300 dwellings. 4.2 In Part 1 of our representations it has been demonstrated that the
draft Local Plan significantly underestimates the local housing need in Hambleton, primarily as a result
of a flawed approach to estimating the housing need which will be generated by the delivery of the
level of employment land projected by the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment.
Lichfields’ Housing Technical Note indicates that the local housing need in Hambleton is within the
range of 493-509 dwellings per annum to 2035. Taking into account the other shortfalls identified in
Part 1 of our representations, including the need to allow for a 15 year plan period from the point of
adoption of the Local Plan, and the shortfalls in delivery of certain ‘committed’ sites, it is considered
that the draft Plan needs to identify land to accommodate at least a further 4,303 dwellings based on
a requirement of 493 dpa, and potentially up to 4,708 dwellings based on the top end of Lichfields’
forecast of local housing need. 4.3 Additionally, it has been demonstrated that there could be a shortfall
in delivery during the plan period from allocation NOR 1. This due to the lead-in times associated with
the delivery of large allocations, and the current concentration of housing delivery to the north of
Northallerton which could affect absorption rates from this site. 4.4 In the context of this significant
need for additional housing sites, it is considered that the site at South of Carlton Road, Carlton Miniott
should be allocated for housing in the emerging Local Plan, as part of a range of new allocations to
meet this housing need. [see attached submission for Appendix 1 Vision Document]
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-856

Response Date

17/09/19 15:17

Consultation Point

CAM 1: Ripon Way, Calton Miniott (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-17 CAM1 S3 LPreg19-854.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Site CAM1: Development Requirements Access and highways • Vehicle, cycle and pedestrian access
will be taken from Ripon Way. The cumulative impact of traffic generation from this site and ‘TIS 1:
Station Road, Thirsk’ will need to be assessed. Advice should be sought from North Yorkshire County
Council. • Works are required to extend and improve pedestrian links, including the provision of
pedestrian and cycle access to Ripon Way and to retain the public right of way that crosses the site
from west to east It is logical that any vehicle, cycle or pedestrian access be taken from Ripon Way
and this is demonstrated on the accompanying draft site layout which shows there are no issues with
this requirement. The draft site layout also demonstrates that the public right of way could be retained.
The necessary supporting information will be prepared to support any subsequent planning application
at this site, in line with advice sought from North Yorkshire County Council. Flood, drainage and water
management • Parts of the site in the northern half are vulnerable to surface water flooding. A site
specific flood risk assessment will be required to determine the nature and scope of any mitigation
necessary. The site is located within flood zone 1 and is therefore at the lowest risk of fluvial flooding.
As identified above, there are parts of the northern area of the site that are vulnerability to surface
water flooding. This can be adequately dealt with through the detailed design of the scheme at the
relevant time. Biodiversity and landscaping • A preliminary ecological appraisal and possible ecological
impact assessment will be required. Mitigation will be required to deal with any risk of habitat loss.
Existing features should be retained, including hedgerows and mature trees, and boundaries features
enhanced to screen views of the site from the north, east and west. Habitats must be protected from
adverse impacts, such as obtrusive light. A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal Report has been prepared
by Brooks Ecology to support these representations and future planning application at this site. This
confirm that on-site habitats are of low ecological value and, subject to additional surveys at the time
of submission, any features of ecological value that are identified within the site can be achieved
effectively as part of proposals.The retention of existing boundary hedgerows and trees, where possible,
is supported along the northern and eastern boundary, and a lighting scheme can be prepared to
ensure to avoid any adverse impacts. Amenity • The site is located in close proximity to the East Coast
Mainline railway line and to a scrap metal recycling business. An acoustic report and mitigation measures
are required to address adverse amenity impacts, such as noise. This will be dealt with as part of any
subsequent planning application and strategic landscaping, as discussed above, will be utilized to
assist with any necessary mitigation to ensure a scheme that protects future residents’ amenity. Other
planning considerations • The site is in a minerals safeguarding area; safeguarding considerations will
need to be adequately addressed with engagement with North Yorkshire County Council. This will be
dealt with as part of any subsequent planning application. It should also be noted that most of the land
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around Carlton Miniott and the wider area is part of the same safeguarding area. Design, landscaping,
open space provision and green corridors • Development statement outlining the proposals will be
required to be accompanied with a planning application and show how the development will successfully
integrate with the surrounding area and the neighbouring residential area. The statement will also
address the constraints and opportunities of the site, whilst also paying attention to scale massing and
density considerations. The brief should guard against impacts of overshadowing and overlooking,
and other adverse amenity impacts such as noise from the railway line and neighbouring commercial
buildings. A sketch layout demonstrating how the development could be accommodated at this site in
accordance with the Council’s design requirements accompanies these representations. This
demonstrates that the site can comfortably accommodate a minimum of the estimated yield of 55
dwellings. The scheme can provide sufficient parking, amenity space and landscaping, as well as
retaining a public footpath through the site. There are not considered to be any issues raised that
cannot be addressed through the detailed design and layout of a scheme which take into account
these requirements. Assessment of Soundness Test In accordance with paragraph 35 of the NPPF,
the local plan and policies within it must be “sound” in that they are: • Positively Prepared – the plan
should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet the objectively assessed development
and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it
reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development; • Justified – the plan
should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based
on proportionate evidence; • Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint
working on crossboundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced
by the statement of common ground; and • Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable
the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework. Positively
Prepared It is considered that the Local Plan is positively prepared. Justified The allocation of land for
future housing development in Carlton Miniott is fully justified and considered to the most appropriate
strategy Effective It has been demonstrated through these and earlier representations that the Land
off Ripon Way is a deliverable proposition for housing development and can come forward early in the
plan period to provide much needed market and affordable housing in the District. It is therefore
considered that the proposed allocation of the Land at Ripon Way and its accompanying policy are
effective. Consistent with National Policy The allocation of land in Carlton Miniott for residential
development is consistent with the policies in NPPF to promote sustainable development in rural areas.
The Council’s approach of identifying land for future housing development in Carlton Miniott, one of
the most sustainable, service villages is therefore sound and accords with national planning policy.
Conclusions on Deliverability As these representations have demonstrated, the site represents a
suitable, sustainable location for residential development, with no physical or environmental constraints
that would restrict its development and which could not be mitigated effectively. Furthermore, the site
is available now and could come forward early in the Local Plan. The preparation of a draft layout and
supporting documents demonstrates Berkeley DeVeer’s intensions to bring this site forward. For the
reasons outlined above, Berkeley DeVeer fully support its proposed allocation at Carlton Miniott for
housing in the Local Plan on the basis it represents an excellent development opportunity well related
to an existing residential area, which is capable of making a positive contribution towards the housing
development required in the District over the plan period. There is a need to ensure that there is
sufficient land allocated to ensure a flexible and responsive range of sites for consistent delivery of
housing to meet the objectively assessed requirements over the plan period as required by the NPPF.
The Government is committed to ensuring that more homes are built and supports ambitious authorities
who want to plan for growth. The site is deliverable, as: • It is AVAILABLE for development NOW • It
offers a SUITABLE LOCATION for development NOW • Housing can be delivered on the site within
5 years • Development of the site is VIABLE The development of the right mix of housing on the site
in accordance with evidenced based housing needs of the locality and will fulfil the three dimensions
for sustainable development as identified by NPPF: Economic Contributing to building a strong,
responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is available in
the right places and at the right time to support growth and innovation; and by identifying and
coordinating development requirements, including the provision of infrastructure. Social Supporting
strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs
of present and future generations; and by creating a high quality built environment, with accessible
local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its health, social and cultural well-being;
and Environmental Contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment;
and, as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste
and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low carbon economy.
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Comment by

Mr John Vinson (1044367)

Comment ID

LPreg19-11

Response Date

01/08/19 16:14

Consultation Point

CAM 1: Ripon Way, Calton Miniott (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-01 J Vinsom LPreg19-11_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The fact that Ripon Way comes to an end at the southern boundary of the land indicates that its future
development was always considered a possibility, and this would seem to be entirely reasonable.
Under your heading ‘Development requirements’ you have listed a number of matters which will need
to be considered, and I agree with all of these. I would, however, like to comment with regard to the
first of these matters, being access. Ripon Way has become significantly busier since the completion
of the Kingfisher development to the west. On street parking, often by people travelling by train despite
that the availability of spaces in the station car park, reduces the road from being two way to a single
track with passing places. In addition Ripon Way is, on occasion, also used by vehicles, with or without
trailers, visiting Calverts scrap metal recycling business, instead of the track opening directly on to the
A61. I feel that this in particular is unacceptable in a residential area. The junction with the A61 at the
southern end of Ripon Way is formed by a mini roundabout. I believe that there has already been one
accident, and there are often near misses. Drivers travelling along the A61 are not expecting a
roundabout, and the signage is inadequate. A further fifty five houses at the northern end of Ripon
Way, creating in the region of an additional 385 daily vehicle movements, relying solely on that junction
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would, in my opinion, result in an unnecessarily dangerous situation. If the council are minded to
allocate this land for development, then the A61 junction must be improved, or an alternative access
provided. Also there must be a reduction in on street parking.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See comment

Comment by

Dalton Transport & Storage Ltd (Mr and Mrs Wilson
- 1229566)

Comment ID

LPreg19-917
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17/09/19 11:38
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Dalton (View)
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Processed
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Email
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2019-09-17 Dalton Wilson_redacted LPreg19-913.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
It is also notable that the proposed allocation NOR1: Winton Road, Northallerton is identified to deliver
840 dwellings. This includes 200 dwellings included in commitments within existing allocation NM5C.
Most of this site, with the exception of NM5C, remains outside of the development limit and in
accordance with Policy DP9 any application can only be agreed based upon exceptional circumstances.
Therefore, a planning application is unlikely to come forward prior to the adoption of the Local Plan.
The Local Plan is also clear that a comprehensive masterplan and traffic modelling is required. The
2018 SHLAA identified that NM5C would not be brought forward prior to 2023/24. Presuming the Local
Plan is adopted December 2020, as suggested by the Local Development Scheme, a start date just
over 3 years later in 2024 would be ambitious. This is due to the time taken to undertake relevant
survey and traffic modelling, compile, submit and determine appropriate applications (including reserved
matters), discharge precommencement conditions and undertake preparatory work. Even if this
timescale could be adhered to delivery rates in excess of 78dpa would be required to ensure the site
is fully delivered in the plan period. Such delivery rates will be difficult to achieve. For example, the
1,070 dwellings Sowerby Gateway site has delivered 301 dwellings (2018 SHLAA, para. 2.35) at an
average rate of approximately 66dpa between August 2013 and April 2018. The Former York Trailers
Site hit a high of 67dpa and the 603-unit allocation NM5D (North Northallerton area) is only anticipated
to deliver a maximum 60dpa (Annex 2, 2018 SHLAA). Added to this the 2018 SHLAA anticipates there
will be a residual 398 dwellings remaining to be delivered from NM5D (North Northallerton area) post
2023/24. This is in close proximity to NOR1 and will impact upon delivery levels due to issues of market
absorption. Given the above factors it is considered that a maximum delivery rate of 60dpa will be
achieved from 2024 onwards. This suggests a maximum total delivery of 660 dwellings within the plan
period, 180 dwellings short of the full allocation. This site alone will reduce delivery from allocations
within the plan period to 1,404 even if all others deliver in full. It is also notable that no allocations are
proposed in Dalton, despite the obvious sustainability benefits of doing so. Dalton is identified as a
secondary village with relevant services and facilities. However, unlike other secondary villages (with
the exception of Leeming Bar) it is closely associated with a strategic employment allocation. To
improve the sustainability of the strategic employment allocation it is recommended that housing
allocations are provided within Dalton. This would be entirely consistent with the vision of the Local
Plan. For example, ‘Action i’ (Local Plan, page 33) identifies that; “To provide sufficient land for housing
and quality and quantity of employment land for business expansion and new businesses, primarily
in and around Northallerton, Thirsk, Leeming Bar and Dalton, to maximise the benefits of the A1(M),
A19 and East Coast Mainline stations.” In all settlements, other than Dalton, housing and employment
provision is provided together. The lack of housing allocations within Dalton is not considered to be a
sound approach. The site is available now for residential development and could be brought forward
immediately under a single landownership. Conclusion The Local Plan suggests a supply of 7,733
dwellings, indicating a buffer of almost 17% over the identified housing requirement (6,615 dwellings).
The inclusion of a buffer of this scale is both supported and considered necessary to ensure that the
plan will deliver its housing requirement in full. Based upon our analysis, an optimistic view of the
supply would reduce maximum levels of delivery to 7,214 dwellings (see table 3.4). Whilst this remains
above the Council’s assessment of housing need the scale of the buffer is reduced to just 9%. This is
not considered adequate to ensure that the plan delivers in full against its housing requirement. It is
normal practice in Examinations into Local Plans to allow for the fall out of sites with planning permission
(of between 10% and 20%) and this was the recent subject of a presentation by the DCLG to the HBF
planning conference. This allowance would also be consistent with studies carried out on delivery rates
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of land with planning permission. This includes the Callcutt Review (2007); the Baker ABI Study (2017)
and the IGA Study (2013). To provide a 20% buffer the Council would need to identify land for a further
724 dwellings.[See full representation for Assessment of housing land supply] Within our comments
upon Policy S2 we identify a higher housing requirement of at least 7,455 dwellings is required to
ensure that the Council’s ambitions for jobs growth and rebalancing the demography are met. This
would require the allocation of an additional 241 dwellings to meet the housing requirement. However,
to ensure a buffer of between 10 and 20% is provided additional allocations of between 962 and 1,684
dwellings are required. It is recommended that the plan provide additional allocations to meet this
additional requirement. It is important that these dwellings are located sustainably. Given the lack of
allocations within Dalton and the significant level of employment planned at the nearby Dalton Airfield
this would be an obvious location. Our client’s site would provide a sustainable location to accommodate
some of this additional housing need.
Comment by

Dalton 009 Ltd ( Peter Jeffery Davison - 1228205)

Comment ID
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2019-09-17 Dalton 009 Ltd LPreg19-732_redacted.pdf
2019-09-17 D009 LPreg19-732_location plan.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
DAI 1: Extension to Dalton Industrial Estate, Dalton As noted above, the overall principle of allocation
DAI 1, to allocate the land for development of business uses is considered sound and is supported.
Notwithstanding we wish to make the following comments on the proposed allocation and the
Development Requirements: Allocation Site Plan We note however that the extent of the land to be
allocated does not include all of our client’s land which should be shown within the allocation. We
propose that the allocation should be amended to include the land on the attached plan. As currently
presented the allocation excludes the landscaped boundaries to the airfield. These areas have been
specifically planted with a view to providing a high-quality landscaped buffer between the former airfield
and the wider area. The inclusion of the landscaping within the development site would not imply their
development but would confirm their role as being integral to providing an existing and appropriate
strong landscape context to the development proposals. There is also an additional spur of land running
south from the proposed allocation between the boundary with Eldmire Lane and existing development
which should be included in the allocation. The proposed site for the allocation is identified on the plan
submitted with this representation (see attached). Development Requirements – Access and highways
It is stated that the main vehicle, cycling and pedestrian access will be taken from Eldmire Lane via
the existing industrial estate. This requirement is not justified and is not appropriate. The extent of
formal adopted highway within the existing industrial estate is limited and the opportunity to provide
access through the existing site is limited. Locations for access to the expanded development area
directly from both Eldmire Lane and Dalton Lane have been considered and demonstrated as suitable
and appropriate. The creation of 2 new access points will ensure efficient distribution of development
traffic onto the highway network. There is no highways justification for taking access through the
existing estate. This aspect of the local plan should be revised to confirm access may be taken from
Eldmire Land and Dalton Lane, subject to suitable junction arrangements being put in place.
Development Requirements – Flood Drainage and Water Management The Local Plan states that part
of the site falls within flood zone 2. It should be clarified that this only affects a very small portion of
the site boundary along its northern edge, abutting Dalton Lane. The text of the local plan should be
amended to confirm that Flood Zone 2 identifies land which is only of medium probability of being
susceptible to flooding and the main development areas of the site are unaffected by this designation.
The site as a whole is not at a risk of flooding and the recent infrastructure works to Dalton Bridge
ensure that access to the site can be maintained throughout flood periods. Conclusions Overall the
draft local plan as it refers to our clients’ land and the allocation for business development at Dalton
is considered sound and is supported. Notwithstanding this general support, we have made detailed
comments on the proposal as follows: • The extent of our clients’ land to be allocated for business
development under allocation DAI 1 should include all of the land identified on the attached location
plan • The Access and Highways aspect of the Developer Requirements should be revised to confirm
that access to the development land may be provided from Dalton Land and Eldmire Lane. The
reference to taking access via the existing industrial estate should be deleted. • The reference to the
part of the site falling within flood zone 2 should be clarified to confirm that the significant majority of
the site is not within a zone liable to flood, only a very small portion of the site at the northern boundary
is in flood zone 2, with a medium susceptibility to flood and at times of flood suitable access to the site
is established through the recent investment in the Dalton Bridge.. We trust these points will be noted
in moving forward with modifications to the Local Plan prior to its examination. We would be happy to
provide any additional information which may be needed.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Local Access Forum ( Melanie Carr - 1025267)

Comment ID

LPreg19-641
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09/09/19 16:14
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NYLAF Advice Letter re Hambleton Local
Plan_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: DAI1 this site will be isolated without improved
cycling provision into Thirsk, CIL/106
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
DAI1 this site will be isolated without improved cycling provision into Thirsk, CIL/106

Comment by

Mr Andrew Fallows (1225598)
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LPreg19-278

Response Date

16/09/19 20:29
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SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)
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Submission Type
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Having moved into a close some 18 years ago I wish it to remain so. Children play here in the knowledge
that it is a close and families moved here with that in mind. I understood when I first moved here that
housing was always envisaged in the long term on Peggy's field and that initially access was presumed

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 20

to be from our estate but had been stopped when planning permission was not granted on Peggy's
field as Peggy, the owner, did not wish that to occur and did not release the land. Since the Close was
completed the village school was relocated from Newby Wiske to its current location in South
Otterington. Traffic has increased many fold and during school term times and often in the holidays
the traffic around the entrance to Otterington Green and Beechfield and Mayfield is very congested.
This also occurs whenever there is a funeral or wedding event at the parish church. This makes any
increase in traffic emerging from this junction highly problematical. The granting of planning for PGL
means an inevitable increase in the traffic going past the school and will include many coaches as
well as service vehicles and parents cars. I have walked the public footpath which runs along the south
side of Peggy's Field, and which merits no mention in your plan, and have emerged onto the A167.
As a driver I can see that a good view is afforded left and right should a junction be formed there. In
my view should any development be permitted on Peggy's Field the access/egress should be directly
onto the A167 in the south-east corner of the field as it was in the previous plan. Should any alterations
to access to Mayfield and Beechfield be deemed necessary such access should be restricted to
pedestrian/cyclist only. On my walks along the footpath through Peggy's Field I have also observed
one of the best preserved ancient ridge and furrow systems in this area and maybe these should be
preserved as precious few have not already been built on or ploughed up. Following on from that I do
not believe housing on such a scale should, in any case, be envisaged in this village. Already there
are two very large estates being created in Thirsk and Northallerton which should cater for population
increases in our area. The village is unsuitable for such development as there is no bus service which
enables residents to be able to travel to or from work or even for a reasonable length shopping trip
and should we be encouraging more cars onto the routes between our towns? There is no village
shop, no doctor or other services for residents. It should be noted that the lower area of Peggy's Field
floods regularly at present. The building of houses on flood prone areas is to be avoided. The extra
concreting over land which occurs with housing estates can only increase the flood risk and therefore
be a risk to my house.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
1. The need for housing on this land should be rescinded as: a) such housing would represent an
overdevelopment of the village; b) such housing would create a flood risk; c) such housing would
destroy as site of archaeological interest.
2. Should housing still be deemed necessary and desirable the access/egress to the estate should
be directly onto the A167 and not pass through Beechfield or Mayfield as the increase in traffic through
this area would create danger to residents and unacceptable congestion in a residential area.
3. The fact that there is a public footpath through the field should form part of the plan.
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The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
I have a vested interest in these plans and their effect on my property.
Comment by

Messrs Thompson (1227275)

Comment ID

LPreg19-602

Response Date

05/09/19 10:39

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)
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Files

2019-09-05 Lavingham Planning Consultants.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Lavingham Planning Consultants Ltd are instructed by Messrs Thompson, site owners of SOT1, to
submit representations to Hambleton District Council in support of the inclusion of SOT1 within the
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Publication Draft Local Plan 2019. This letter sets out the reasons why it is considered that the Council’s
hierarchical approach to their housing growth strategy and the location of the allocated residential
development at South Otterington is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national
planning policy. This representation also reiterates Messrs Thompsons’ strong commitment to the
delivery of the residential development through the pursuit of a planning application on the site, with
the aim of bringing the site forward for development immediately. This representation also sets out an
objection against the wording of the development’s access requirements. Policy S3 – Spatial Distribution
The growth strategy outlined within the plan is logical and provides a clear structural hierarchy of where
development will be encouraged within the district over the plan period. The direction of growth to
Secondary villages, such as South Otterington, is strongly supported, with housing development in
these locations crucial to support and sustain the services and facilities within these areas. Policy S3
and the direction of growth to service villages is reflective of National Planning Policy. Paragraph 78
of the National Planning Policy Framework states that: To promote sustainable development in rural
areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.
Planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will
support local services. Where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may
support services in a village nearby. South Otterington is one of the most sustainable secondary villages
within the Thirsk Sub Area between Northallerton and Thirsk within the proposed Policy S3’s defined
sustainable settlement hierarchy. South Otterington is positioned within 4.5 miles of the market town
of Northallerton and within 6.4 miles of the market town of Thirsk. The village also benefits from a
public house, village hall, garage, school and church. The settlement is also well connected to public
transport being located on two bus routes; Northallerton to Thirsk (153) and Easingwold to Helmsley
(M5).The supporting policy text robustly recognises that sustainable villages, such as South Otterington,
will make an important contribution to meeting the overall housing targets and are therefore a central
component to the overall growth strategy within the district. It is highlighted that no other land allocations
for residential development are proposed in the area of the district directly south of Northallerton, and
north of Thirsk. This allocated site will deliver the appropriate level of needed residential development
and affordable housing in this area of the district. Policy HG1 – Housing Delivery Support is given to
policy HG1 which sets out the Council’s commitment to housing delivery within sustainable settlements
throughout the Hambleton District, by supporting development of the sites allocated for housing and
mixed uses set out in 'Part 2: Site Allocations', as shown on the Policies Map, in order to meet the
need for housing identified in S 2 'Strategic Development Needs'. Support is also expressed for the
role that service and secondary villages are identified to play in seeking to accommodate development
in sustainable locations, such as South Otterington, within the district, whilst addressing affordable
housing requirements. Part 2: Site Allocations These representations have been submitted to reiterate
support for the draft allocation of Site Allocation SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington for residential
development and to reiterate the strong commitment to pursuing a planning application on the site,
with the aim of bringing the site forward for development in the 0-5 year period. The allocation of the
site for inclusion within the Local Plan is supported, given that it is a highly sustainable, deliverable
and developable site directly adjacent and within the grain of the existing settlement. Our client fully
supports this allocation and is now actively pursuing options for its development. South Otterington is
identified as a Secondary Village and is a focus for housing development within the rural area of the
district between Northallerton and Thirsk. South Otterington is considered to be one of the district’s
most sustainable secondary villages in the Thirsk Sub Area that is located almost equidistant between
Northallerton and Thirsk. Its positive sustainability credentials are due to its proximity to Northallerton
and Thirsk, being located on a key traffic/public transport route and with varied community facilities
and employment within and near to the village. The development of the site offers the potential to
make a significant contribution to housing numbers in this part of the district and would help provide
affordable housing and meet housing needs in a sustainable rural location. Allocating Site Allocation
SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington for residential development is considered an entirely sound and
justified allocation, that aligns with the Local and National planning objectives: • South Otterington is
identified as a Secondary Village and is a focus for housing development within the rural areas of the
district. South Otterington is considered to be one of the district’s most sustainable villages in the Thirsk
Sub Area between Northallerton and Thirsk due to its proximity to Northallerton and Thirsk, being
located on a key traffic and public transport route and with varied community facilities and employment
within and near to the village. • The site itself is well connected and forms a natural infill to the village
(being bound on three sides by existing dwellings) and will build a critical mass of residences to help
support and sustain the existing facilities and services. • The development of the site offers the potential
to make a significant contribution to housing numbers in this part of the district and would help provide
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affordable housing and meet housing needs in a sustainable rural location. • The development of the
site will contribute towards sustainable economic growth through direct construction employment and
indirect employment and would create an increase in spending power arising from the additional
population amongst other fiscal benefits. Delivery In support of the Draft Allocation, a development
appraisal was submitted to Hambleton District Council on 3rd November 2017. The sole aim of this
information was to demonstrate that the site was developable and deliverable within the proposed
plan period. The development appraisal comprised an understanding of the utilities not crossing the
site, the location of the land within Flood Zone 1, the ability of an accurate residential development
layout plan to be produced to show how a scheme could safeguard amenity and respond to the localised
minor surface water drainage constraints of small areas of the site, and a viability report concluding
that the site is viable and deliverable for residential development. Site Requirements As outlined in
the Site Assessment undertaken by the Council, there are no known technical constraints (ecology,
flood risk, drainage, and heritage) that would preclude this site coming forward for development. A site
specific flood risk assessment is also in production to allow an accurate understanding of the limited
localised drainage constraints associated with the site and how its development needs to respond to
this through mitigation measures. A preliminary ecological appraisal, and if necessary, ecological
impact assessment is in progress to understand the limited ecological credentials and features of the
site and any necessary mitigation measures. The ridge and furrow field system within the land will be
assessed by way of a heritage assessment, as will the potential for any archaeological significance of
the site as part of later pre-historic or Romano-British settlement. Our client is committed to the
development of the site, which is highly deliverable and developable. There is funding and commitment
in pursuing an application on the site for residential use, meaning the site will come forward within a
period of 0-5 years, making an important contribution to the managed growth of the district. The site
provides an immediate solution to the housing need evident within the area. The full case for
development and allocation of the site is clearly made within the document contained within previous
representation documents supplied to the Council on 3rd November 2017. Market interest in the site
is extremely strong and discussions are being held with a number of housebuilders and developers
who predictably, given the robust market conditions for this area, have expressed interest in the site.
It is intended that the site is sold on a conditional basis to a preferred housebuilder / developer to
secure planning permission, with an application to be submitted early on 2021. There are no remaining
restrictive covenants on the land meaning the site is available for immediate development and can
come forward within the period of 0-5 years. At a density of 30 dwellings per hectare the site could
yield up to 40 dwellings making an important contribution to sustaining the village and the Council’s 5
year land supply. For these reasons we consider the site to be a deliverable and robust allocation for
residential development within the Hambleton Local Plan. Site Requirements Comments It is noted
that the Council are suggesting that vehicle, cycle and pedestrian access should be taken from Mayfield
Road and/or Beechfield Road. The Council are also suggesting that works are required to extend and
improve pedestrian links, including the provision of pedestrian and cycle access to Mayfield Road and
Beechfield Road, and to Stainthorpe Road (A167). The land dissecting SOT1, and the public highway
at Mayfield Road and Beechfield Road is outside of the ownership of SOT1. There is also a public
right of way passing along the southern end of SOT1 which provides alternative existing access to
Scotts Row to the west. Consequently, our Client wishes to object to this wording and suggests that
it be replaced with “Vehicle, cycle and pedestrian access will be taken from Stainthorpe Road (A167).
No works are required to improve pedestrian links to Mayfield Road and Beechfield Road as an existing
public right of way can be preserved by and accessed from the development to link to Scotts Row to
the west.” We wish to appear at the Local Plan Examination to ensure that the full case for the allocation
of the land is understood and heard and to provide a subsequent update on the technical and planning
matters that will arise out of the forthcoming planning application preparation. We would also be pleased
to provide further information in support of Allocation SOT1 should the Council deem this necessary
to support their case at the Examination in Public.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
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Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See 'Site Requirements Comments' above
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
We wish to appear at the Local Plan Examination to ensure that the full case for the allocation of the
land is understood and heard and to provide a subsequent update on the technical and planning
matters that will arise out of the forthcoming planning application preparation. We would also be pleased
to provide further information in support of Allocation SOT1 should the Council deem this necessary
to support their case at the Examination in Public.
Comment by

Mr John Brewer (1224383)

Comment ID
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not believe this part of the plan to be sound because it is not positively prepared , not justified and
is not consistent with National Policy for the following reasons: 1.I do not believe that a development
of this size is either necessary or desirable within this village nor does it satisfy the council's stated
aim in the Hambleton Local Plan Publication Draft July 2019 (HLP) Spacial distribution: The HLP states
that it will focus growth of housing in " villages commensurate with their size, character and the
concentration of services and facilities in these locations". I would argue that increasing the dwellings
in the village by approx 40% does not meet this aim. Moreover inspection of the site plan clearly
demonstrates that to provide additional housing on this site at a similar concentration to existing
dwellings taking account of access roads would restrict this site to approx 16 houses and not 40 as
proposed. The HLP also states under "Housing Development " that housing development should be
in villages where there are a good range of services and facilities to support the level of growth proposed.
It goes on to state that no sites have been identified in villages with limited services.South Otterington
has very few services particularly public transport and therefore should not have been identified for a
development of this size. I would also argue that locating a development of this size in a village with
almost no public transport does not meet the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework
in that it does not mitigate for climate change and would significantly increase the the volume of traffic
within the village but on a wider scale would increase the number of car journeys within the region
significantly as the residents of these proposed new houses would have to commute to work , school,
shops , doctors , hospitals , the list goes on. The majority of people who choose to live in villages do
so to enhance their lives and that of their families and an important aspect of that is open space. This
development would adversely affect that directly for a large proportion of the the current residents and
indirectly for the remaining residents. The scale of the development is disproportionate to the size of
the village and would significantly affect the demographics of the community. The HDP states that its
aim is to encourage housing development in an incremental and sustainable way, particularly in smaller
communities, this development would fail to do this and would threaten an existing community. 2. I
believe there are more suitable sites locally which could be developed in a proportionate scale, to
provide more housing without adversely impacting on the existing community, namely The Forge
T/138/002 as previously identified as potential site for housing development and Newby Whiske Hall
estate. 3. Their are already "windfall housing developments" taking place within the village with the
potential for more which are already creating additional housing and arguably growing the village in
an incremental and sustainable way. As a footnote , forcing people to complete the sections on Legal
compliance and Duty to cooperate is not acceptable as it is a specialised field and not one that I feel
competent to comment on and my response is therefore potentially misleading.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
1

2

Either the site is not developed and remains as an open space and green field site. Any
requirement for additional housing in the village could be met through current or future windfall
housing developments. If a block of housing of a larger scale is required then an alternative site
which would have minimal adverse impact on the current residents of the village would be the
already identified site on the northern edge of the village The forge T/138/002
If this site is to be developed then more weight should be given to its value as open space to the
current residents of the village and the impact on the infrastructure and dynamics of the village
of a development of this scale. The size of the development needs to be significantly reduced to
approximately 16 dwellings.

The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To ensure that my concerns are fully appreciated and considered.
Comment by

Mr David Bennison (1225613)

Comment ID
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not support this plan due to: 1) The increase in traffic movements on Mayfield and/or Beechfield
and Scotts Row would have a significant impact to residents particularly at School drop off a pickup
times. Many children currently walk to and from school having to cross these quiet cul de sacs including
those that live in houses surrounding the village green. 2) Children and Grandchildren currently regularly
play safely in both cul de sacs. 3) Mayfield and Beechfield cul de sacs currently provides access to
13 properties each. This could rise to 53 if either of them are developed. 4) Traffic at the T Junction
with Station Row is busy during school drop off pickup times. An extra 40 properties accessed through
this junction would significantly impact this. 5) Where is the local need for 40 additional new homes in
a village of 146 household spaces / dwellings? (2011 census)
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
If there is a need for 40 new properties in South Otterington, vehicle access to this site via A167
(existing vehicle access to the fields) should be further developed. Visibility is very good in both
directions and would be far quicker and easier to navigate (for prospective new residents) than existing
multiple T junctions through the village.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We do not support this part of the development plan Land east of Beechfield, South Otterington This
proposed development area and the creation of 40 new homes would, in our opinion be inappropriate
for the village of South Otterington, and would not support the authorities own interim policy guidance
pertaining to sustainable development,t or National planning policy framework in villages, for the
following reasons. - South Otterington is a small rural village and a development of this size would be
out of scale alongside other developments already proposed - The development would not support
local services as very few local services exist - The scale would not reflect the character of the village
- Local infrastructure would not accommodate a development of this scale - It would not enhance or
maintain the vitality of the community - A development of this nature would not not be in line with
Hambleton councils stated vision for rural development ("small scale and gradual reflecting the special
character of villages. Incremental and organic growth") - South Otterington is not a sustainable village
and development on this scale would only further contribute to it being a commuter settlement.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mr William Sanders (1225587)

Comment ID

LPreg19-272

Response Date

16/09/19 16:57

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The plan makes no mention of vehicular access to Stainforth Row (A167), possibly because this already
exists. There is an established vehicular entrance, within the 30 MPH zone, with good visibility in both
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directions and is preferable as a vehicle access point over either Mayfield of Beechfield from where
traffic has to access the minor road between South Otterington and Newby Wiske, a junction that is
very congested at school drop off and pick up times. Those vehicles will then have to access the A167
anyway at the Shorthorn junction, where there if often a queue of vehicles. I would support pedestrian
and cycling access via Beechfield and Mayfield so that children can get to school without having to
walk down the main road. I am pleased to see that the development brief must guard against overlook
and overshadowing; our garden among others borders the north side and we are very sensitive about
both overlook into our private space, an issue likely to be common to our neighbours. Similar issues
apply to overshadow since the development is due south of us.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Ms Emma Fryer (1225515)

Comment ID

LPreg19-261

Response Date

16/09/19 11:26

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The plan makes no mention of vehicular access to Stainforth Row (A167), possibly because this already
exists. There is an established vehicular entrance, within the 30 MPH zone, with good visibility in both
directions and is preferable as a vehicle access point over either Mayfield of Beechfield from where
traffic has to access the minor road between South Otterington and Newby Wiske, a junction that is
very congested at school drop off and pick up times. Those vehicles will then have to access the A167
anyway at the Shorthorn junction, where there if often a queue of vehicles. I would support pedestrian
and cycling access via Beechfield and Mayfield so that children can get to school without having to
walk down the main road. I am pleased to see that the development brief must guard against overlook
and overshadowing; our garden among others borders the north side and we are very sensitive about
both overlook into our private space, an issue likely to be common to our neighbours. Similar issues
apply to overshadow since the development is due south of us. Please can you add "don't know"
buttons to the three questions about legal compliance, soundness and duty as I am not a lawyer or a
planning expert so I don't know the answers. Binary options like these may lead to inaccurate results
or be criticised as being leading questions.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Explicit mention of vehicular access from the A167 at the South East corner of the site.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mr Graham Banks (1226489)

Comment ID

LPreg19-403

Response Date

13/09/19 16:38
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Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)
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Files

2019-09-13 - Graham Banks - Hambleton Local Plan
- Publication Draft - Representation_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I wish to make the following representation and want to be kept informed of all future stages in the
process, including submission for independent examination, Inspector’s report recommendations and
Plan adoption. I consider the Plan probably complies with the Duty to Cooperate and is legally compliant.
However, it is not sound as it is unjustified as it does not deliver sustainable development nor follow
an appropriate spatial distribution strategy. In particular I wish to see the deletion of housing site
allocation SOT1: Beechfield, South Otterington. My reasons are as follows: 1. There is no housing
need for this allocation: The objectively assessed housing need detailed in the GL Hearn HEDNA of
June 2018 arrives at the very high housing need figure of 315 dpa (2014-35) in response to forecast
employment growth. This is used as the housing target in the Plan in Policy S2 (with at least 6,615
homes 2014-35). This figure of 315 dpa is 34% above their highest demographic conclusions and
106% above the starting point of demographic projections. Para 1.16 of their report says “ In these
circumstances it would be difficult to justify a further uplift to address market signals or affordable
housing need. Indeed the affordable housing need would only equate to 17.5% economic need.” Para
6.7 of the Plan calculates the residual requirement for allocation in the Plan at a mere 466 homes, due
to the high level of completions and more importantly commitments (even allowing for 10%
non-implementation on small sites). It takes no account of windfall sites across the Plan Area which
will come forward over the remaining 17 years, adding further to the supply (para 3.26). In South
Otterington planning permission has most notably been granted/minded to be granted recently on two
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significant brownfield sites, yet to be developed and including affordable housing: Walker’s Garage 9 dws and Porch House - 9 dws. A rural exception site could also be brought forward to meet any
further identified local affordable housing needs if necessary (including on part of site SOT1, if the
allocation was deleted). Policy HG1 allocates sites for housing to provide a total of 1,584 homes, which
is massively over-providing housing in the District, compared with the figure of only 466 homes in
Policy S2. Indeed the urban sites alone would more than double meet the need (providing 1,175 dws)
The site for approx. 40 dws (Para 9.2 – “conservative estimate”) at South Otterington therefore does
not need to be allocated to meet housing need by 2035. 2. It is not in accordance with a spatial strategy
designed to deliver sustainable development: Policy S3 seeks to focus growth in the higher order
towns and villages and within the central transport corridor. Also under criterion d) it refers to “identified
rural communities, where limited development will be supported to help address affordable housing
requirements and where development can support social and economic sustainability”. Para 3.27 goes
on to say “limited development will be located in service villages and secondary villages where there
are a good range of services and facilities to support the level of growth proposed”. I argue that this
is not necessary, given the existing level of commitments and completions compared with the overall
need. Under the heading ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ the Plan states that “Development will be supported
in settlements in the settlement hierarchy that is proportionate to the size of the settlement and its level
in the hierarchy”. This proportionality is clearly not the case with respect to the small village of South
Otterington, which is deemed a secondary village despite its poor services and facilities (no shop,
minimal public transport and places of employment). South Otterington is the only Secondary village
in the Thirsk area to be given a housing allocation and only two others are in total. I can perhaps see
a case could be made for Leeming Bar which has good services and an employment allocation. South
Otterington has no commensurate employment allocation and residents travel by private car to work,
shops, etc thereby adding to air pollution and is clearly unsustainable. The allocation for housing in
South Otterington will not improve this situation but worsen it, which is not in accordance with national
planning policy. It does not reduce the need to travel but increases it. Dalton has a huge employment
allocation (25 ha), yet surprisingly no housing allocation, nor at nearby Topcliffe (a Service Village with
good services and facilities and Alanbrooke Business Park nearby). Clearly these locations would be
preferable to South Otterington in delivering sustainable development.They lie on a key central transport
corridor, unlike South Otterington which doesn’t. Para 3.41 justification is not satisfied with respect to
South Otterington- ie public transport, range of services and facilities, job opportunities, central transport
corridor. It is notable that all the Service Village allocations are smaller than that in South Otterington,
except Carlton Miniott on the edge of Thirsk (55 dws). This is contrary to the strategic approach and
puts too much housing in South Otterington. Para 3.35 attempts to justify the allocation of small sites
in response to the national policy expectation that “at least 10% of housing development needs will
be met from sites of 1 ha or less”. This is not achieved and the site of 1.53 ha at South Otterington
does not satisfy this goal either. 3. It is environmentally unacceptable and undesirable: The site is
greenfield and in productive agricultural use and constitutes an attractive greenspace on the edge of
the village. Furthermore, it would result in the loss of countryside which makes a significant contribution
to the open rural character and setting of the village. The LUC Landscape Character Assessment and
Sensitivity Study (No Settlement Character Study undertaken), in referring to the Swale Lowlands area
in para 5.137, notes a key sensitivity with new development, and particularly housing, being the local
erosion of rurality. A well used and open natured public footpath passes across the southern side of
the field, which is particularly ideal for dog walking. The recreation and visual amenity value and public
safety of this public right of way would be harmed by close enclosure by houses, with the pathway no
doubt narrowed to an alleyway behind houses, as it is behind the houses to the immediate west. The
site is also a local heritage asset, forming part of a remaining well preserved ridge and furrow field
system. This historical landscape and archaeological potential would be completely lost by building
40 (plus) new homes on the site. The Development Requirements under the Heritage heading flag up
the importance of this site, but do not show how adverse effects would be addressed. The Landscaping
requirements refer to needing to screen views of the site from the south, recognising the potential
wider visual intrusion. Habitats would also suffer from adverse impacts of development and part of the
site is admitted to be vulnerable to surface water flooding. The vehicular access proposed off Beechfield
will add to traffic problems around its junction with the Newby Wiske road immediately outside the
primary school. Here there is severe congestion and highway/child safety problems at school start and
finish times with parents’ cars parked along the roadsides. There is no available public transport service
to the site (although rather surprisingly this does not feature under para 9.2 Development Requirements
– Access and Highways). There are clearly no over-riding site specific environmental factors which
would justify the allocation of this relatively large greenfield site in the countryside. For the above
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reasons I request that Site SOT1: Beechfield, South Otterington be deleted from the Local Plan and
Policies Map.
Comment by

James Gordon Tosh (1226777)

Comment ID

LPreg19-508

Response Date

16/09/19 14:19

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status
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Version
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Files

2019-09-16 Mr Gordon Tosh
LPreg19-508_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Following the recent re-issue of the Hambleton plan for the village of South Otterington, I see that the
preferred access to the proposed development of the area known locally as Peggy's field is now to be
through the current cul de sacs of Mayfield and Beechfield. I believe this proposal to be unsound for
a number of reasons. The proposed development of around 40 new homes on the field and their
access through Mayfield and or Beechfield would imply a more than a doubling of vehicle movements
using these roads.The 2 roads in question are currently very quiet cul de sacs with little traffic movement
at any time of the day. Village children can still play on these roads in relative safety and to lose this
benifit would I believe be a serious degrading of our small existing development. There is a significant
height difference between the existng turning end of the Beechfield road and the level of the ground
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on Peggy's field. I believe this will cause significant civil construction issues for any development of
road access through this point. The strip of land at the end of the Beechfield, which is I believe now
owned by one of the residents of Beechfield, incorporates a rather substantial land drain system. This
land drain collects surface water from Mayfield and Beechfield properties and roads for drainage into
the river Wiske I understand. This land drain is essential to the current security of the housing
development, as this area was originally prone to flooding in wet weather conditions. Access to this
land drain collection sump is via a manhole on the strip of garden land at the end of the Beechfield.
Traffic using Mayfield and Beechfield must negotiate 2 existing pinch points. The road section at the
beginning of the Beechfield is very narrow and only has a pedestrian walkway on one side. This road
joins the approach road to the Little Otterington green area and this junction is blind on one side and
does on occasion cause traffic issues especially when large vehicles like refuse or delivery wagons
are using it. The Little Otterington (LO) section of the junction has no pedestrian walkways at all and
residents approach and have to cross this junction whilst walking on the road. Similarly the junction
with the Avenue just opposite the church green is also a problem with current vehicle numbers. Again
there is only a walkway on one side as you approach the junction from the LO green direction. School
traffic is a significant issue at starting and finishing times at these pinch areas and any significant
increase in vehicle movement in these areas will I believe be a mistake and could potentially be
dangerous. If the proposed PGL take over of Newby Wike hall goes ahead, this will also add to the
traffic issues. There is a National parents and residents movement called 'Playing Out' which is currently
trying to encourage local councils to close off housing road systems to allow children to be able to play
in relative safety, your proposal I feel, flies in the face of this worthy cause. Lastly, should this proposed
development of 40 houses go ahead, I see no reason why access to it cannot come directly off the
A167 road running through the village. There are plenty of precedents for this in local villages such as
Morton on Swale, Leeming Bar, Aiskew and developments along the A61 at Thirsk.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs MW Hilton (1226567)

Comment ID

LPreg19-431

Response Date

17/09/19 11:47
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SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)
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2019-09-17 MW Hilton_LPreg19-431 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Re: Preferred sites for development T/138/004 and T/138/005 We would like to object to the above
as preferred sites for development in South Otterington on the grounds of safety near the primary
school. As parents of a young child at the school we walk there every day, and are concerned that the
proposed access through Mayfield and Beechfield would dangerously increase traffic at a busy junction
very close to the school gate and drop-off lay-by. Parking is limited near the school, so the road leading
to Mayfield/Beechfield/Little Otterington is a necessary (and safer) alternative for many parents to
parking on the main road. Pavements are also narrow in the village, so accessing the school on foot
is already unpleasant with small children.
Comment by

Glyniss Brookes (1226563)

Comment ID

LPreg19-430

Response Date

17/09/19 11:30

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)
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2019-09-17 G BrookesLPreg19-430_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing to you to comment on the development plan for South Otterington on the area known as
Peggy’s Field. As I understand it the proposal is to have vehicles access through Mayfield and / or
Beechfield rather than via Stainthrope Road (A167). As the development considers the possibility of
40 new homes, that would mean approx. 80 (or at least 40) cars in addition to the current traffic at the
very busy and congested junction opposite the school. It is already quite dangerous at school times
coming out of Mayfield/Beechfield at that junction with the current state of affairs. To increase this
traffic into this very busy area is very ill advised. I want to make this comment at this stage so that
reasonable thought can be given to the alternative entrance /exit i.e. Stainthorpe Road.
Comment by

Aiden Halpin (1226557)

Comment ID

LPreg19-426

Response Date

17/09/19 11:16
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2019-09-17 A HalpinLPreg19-426_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I write to express concern and opposition to the entry and egress arrangements to the proposed new
development Peggy’s Field in South Otterington. This will result in increased traffic in front of which
particularly in mornings will carry particular risks. It will also increase traffic on proposed access roads
that were not designed to carry it. Access via the A167 is greatly preferable, safer and will result in
less disruption to existing residents.
Comment by

Mrs Lindsey Mugford (1226551)

Comment ID

LPreg19-421

Response Date

17/09/19 10:53

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)
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2019-09-17 L Mugford_LPreg19-421redacted.pdf (1)

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Sir, I don’t suppose my objections to the proposed housing development on Peggys Fields will
carry any weight whatsoever, based on some of my reasons given: 1. We took many months finding
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a house in a location that was relatively safe for our cat at the time to live in a cul de sac generally
only has regular traffic relating to the few residents and they soon become aware of local pets. Our
current cat has enjoyed crossing the road and going into Peggy’s Field for the past five years and this
would all change if the suggested development goes ahead. In fact if the proposed entry and exit via
Mayfield and Beechfield comes to fruition then we can almost certainly say goodbye to him from the
outset. We would seriously have to consider a house move as the cat is a member of our family and
deserves as safe an environment as we can provide. Moving house is something I never envisaged
nor want to do, not least for the enormous cost involved. 2. Several families living here have young
children and it is a joy seeing them having the freedom of playing outside together, but near enough
to their houses for parents to keep an eye on them. 3. We are so lucky to have hedgehogs visit us
and they use Peggy’s Field as a thoroughfare. These would be displaced as currently developers
seem to pay scant regard for their welfare by blocking their passageways with impervious garden
fences.This access might even benefit the village if a mini roundabout was installed such as in Romanby
Road, Northallerton. It would act to help traffic entering and exiting the development in a smoother
way but also impose a traffic calming effect for vehicles entering the village from a southerly direction.
This access is also far preferable and safer than having more vehicles entering and exiting onto what
we call ‘The Avenue’ by the church and school. The road is currently very busy during school opening
times and will be even busier when PGL arrives. Why knowingly jeopardise further the safety of our
children?
Comment by

Ian Morgan (1226539)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing to object to the Draft Hambleton Local Plan - SOTl for Beechfield, South Otterington on
the following grounds: • The proposed building site, known locally as 'Peggy's Field' is situated in the
middle of the village surrounded on three sides by existing housing. To build over this green area which
lies at the heart of the village would much degrade the residential quality of life in South Otterington.
• The proposed access to the site is stated as being via Beechfield and Mayfield. This is unacceptable
as the large number of cars and service vehicles accessing the site daily would all have to pass the
local primary school and the busy junction off the road adjacent to the school. The closed-ended roads
of Beechfield and Mayfield are currently sufficiently quiet for children to play on them. The large increase
in traffic associated with this proposed development would make this unsafe. Access should logically
be via Stainthorpe Road, the A167. • The proposed housing density of 10.58 houses per acre seems
unduly high.
Comment by

Keith Bowe (1226528)

Comment ID

LPreg19-412

Response Date

17/09/19 09:25

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 K BoweLPreg19-412_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing with my observations regarding the Local Plan for South Otterington. I understand the
parcel of land known locally as 'Peggy's Field' has been designated for future residential development.
I am concerned that the access to this site is proposed to be via Beechfield and Mayfield. This will
create considerably more traffic movements at the junction opposite the School and the Church, a
junction which is already the subject of traffic and parking conflicts on a daily basis at the beginning
and end of every school day. This is something that is going to be further exacerbated by coach
movements to and from Newby Wiske Hall should the proposed development by PGL proceed. When
is Hambleton District Council going to listen to the residents who will have to experience this on a day
to day basis, or do we have to wait for a fatality before this authority will listen?
Comment by

Liz Palmer (1226524)

Comment ID

LPreg19-409

Response Date

17/09/19 09:09

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-17 L Palmer LPreg19-409_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In regard to the proposed development plan for ‘Peggy’s Field’ at South Otterington, I would like to
point out that any vehicle access should be taken away from the already congested area around the
school and church junction. This junction is already very dangerous at drop off and pick up times. The
traffic coming into the village on Stainthrope Road is already slowing down due to 30 miles an hour
signs on the outskirts of the village and so an access road would be better placed there to take traffic
off and onto the proposed site. We have several families with young children already in Beechfield
and Mayfield who currently play and ride their bikes in safety around the cul de sac’s and the green,
any increased traffic would be a danger for these children whose parents have bought homes in the
area taking this into consideration. Thank you for your consideration of the above
Comment by

Mrs M Cunnington (1226044)

Comment ID

LPreg19-374

Response Date

16/09/19 15:43

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16 M Cunnington_LPreg19-374 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I see the development plan for South Otterington has 40 houses on the two small fields between the
A167 and Beechfields/Mayfield, where there are only 20 houses in a larger area. This is too many.
However the major objection is that vehicular access is not to the A167, where there is an obvious
way in and out, which has been used regularly for tractors etc but through Beechfield/Mayfield. This
will triple the number of vehicles trying to travel past the school, where there are already traffic problems.
Have you had a site visit, especially at 3pm and 4pm? I hope any vehicle access will be changed on
to the A167. Please register this letter as an objection.
Comment by

Mrs Patricia Shore (1225764)

Comment ID

LPreg19-352

Response Date

17/09/19 16:58

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to this development because of the increase in traffic which will cause congestion and is a
safety risk to children and their parents travelling to and from school. This would also impact on the
residents of the village who live in quiet cul-de-sacs.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr George Bateman (1225601)

Comment ID

LPreg19-280

Response Date

16/09/19 20:48

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not support the plan We are concerned and surprised that this site has been selected for
development in South Otterington Furthermore there is a very significant and detrimental change from
the previous consultation, on this option in that the access point has changed from the A167 itself to
using Beechfield and/or Mayfield. This involves most traffic having an additional journey from the
A167.It involves turning or crossing the already dangerous junction by the Otterington Shorthorn. It is
particularly dangerous in that visibility is much worse that it appears at first sight. Most traffic would
then have to pass by the school where, with existing traffic, there is already major safety concerns
which are likely to be further increased by the recent planning approval for 500 place PGL development
at Newby Wiske Hall. All traffic has then to turn right (or left) into the entrance to Little Otterington
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before immediately turning left in Beechfield. There is a further sharp left turn before reaching the
planned development. It is self- evident that this tortuous route would be dangerous and not fit for
purpose given 21st century traffic volumes . This area currently consists of two quiet cul de sacs whose
character would be dramatically changed by traffic accessing the new development
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
All the above can be avoided by making use of access, for which space is available (as shown on the
plan as part of the development), directly from the A167. At an earlier consultation we pointed out the
advantages of using a brownfield site, then included in the options. The obvious advantage of using
the “Parlours “site are it provides the opportunity to remove an eyesore and avoided further erosion
of green fields .Furthermore it has better traffic access than other options as the access would be ,
from the A167 on the western edge of the village.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mrs Joanne Hanson (1225490)

Comment ID

LPreg19-277

Response Date

16/09/19 20:20

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not think the plan is sound for the following reasons:- 1. Creating vehicular access via Beechfield
will significantly increase risk to children attending the village school. The current volume of traffic at
school drop off times creates congestion already. 2. Assuming the PGL development proceeds this
will create further traffic on village roads 3. Have the planners thought about the effect of an additional
40 families potentially on the local school provision
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Move vehicular access to A167 and install traffic calming measures throughout the village
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Comment by

Mr Howard Ellis (1225594)

Comment ID

LPreg19-276

Response Date

16/09/19 18:33

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The proposed development will lead to an unacceptable rise in congestion in and around the narrow
estate roads of Beechfield & Mayfield and through Little Otterington. This will be exacerbated around
the school, particularly at the start & end of the school day, as most of the pupils are brought to school
by car. With another approximately 70-100 vehicles generated by the proposal all the residents of the
village will be put at increased risk. Traffic on the A167 through the village is already heavy & often
above 30mph I wish to register my strong objection to this proposal being considered any further.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
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Comment by

Mr Christopher Mugford (1225560)

Comment ID

LPreg19-266

Response Date

16/09/19 15:24

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not support the plan to develop this site for the following reasons: 1. The proposal to allow access
to this site via Beechfield and Mayfield would further increase the volume of traffic passing the local
primary school which will become even more dangerous with the arrival of PGL ltd. The junction
opposite the school is poorly designed and egress on to the avenue can be difficult at school
arrival/departure times due to parents parking their cars. Weddings and funerals at the local church
can also cause considerable congestion and difficulty. 2. Mayfield and Beechfield experience very low
traffic movements and young residents enjoy the safe environment to play outside. The proposed
development will have a negative impact on their safety in addition to the increase in vehicle emissions.
Access to and egress from the development should be via the A167 3. I remain unconvinced that the
development is required to provide additional housing stock given the large estates that have been
constructed in Thirsk and Northallerton and request that the need for the proposed development is
substantiated. 4. The scale of the proposed site is not in keeping with the character or size of the
village.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mrs Mel Pitram (1225496)

Comment ID

LPreg19-255

Response Date

15/09/19 21:33

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not support the plan to develop the land for the following reasons - It will make Mayfield and
Beechfield extremely unsafe for children due to the much higher volume of traffic using this as access,
Currently young children play in the cul de sac and an additional 100 cars using this would be a potential
hazard to children. There is already a dangerous bottleneck on the roads surrounding the school at
drop off and pick up times and again this would be greatly increased by the higher numbers of cars.
We also believe it will reduce house prices in the area as currently it is a desirable area to live but
extra houses will drive prices down.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 50

Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr Graham Sandell (1225495)

Comment ID

LPreg19-253

Response Date

15/09/19 20:59

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This part of the document is not sound. The plan clearly states that vehicle access will be taken off
Mayfield Road and / or Beechfield Road. This access is inappropriate for a further 40 houses (up to
80 cars) for the following reasons: > The access is narrow and through a series of T Junctions, with
parked cars restricting two way traffic > The significant increase in traffic directly past homes in
Mayfield/Beechfield poses a safety risk to children playing; these roads are quiet at present > The
access passes the top of the village green and therefore poses a safety risk to children accessing it
> The access to/from Mayfield/Beechfield comes out almost opposite the school which is currently
very busy around school times, which will become unsafe with this level of traffic increase
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Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Changing the Access and Highways section to the following:
Access and highways
Vehicle, cycle and pedestrian access will be taken from Stainthorpe Road (A167).
Works are required to extend and improve pedestrian links, including the provision of pedestrian
and cycle access to Mayfield Road and Beechfield Road and to Stainthorpe Road (A167).
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Miss Jennifer butcher (1225488)

Comment ID

LPreg19-252

Response Date

15/09/19 20:31

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I DO NOT support the plan for development of the land at the end of Beechfield and Mayfield. 1) The
roads within the village especially near the school and on entry to the proposed site entrance would
be unable to cope with the additional traffic this development would generate. The road and village
are very congested at school pick up and drop off times and the parking is limited as is, insufficient
turning points in the road also pose a problem. With 40 houses proposed and each house these days
having a minimum of 2 cars it would mean up to 100 additional cars using the road. 2) The safety of
residents especially children is a major concern. The Road A167 is already very busy with no traffic
calming measures in place, it is well used by heavy goods and farming vehicles which already poses
a safety issue for the residents. The addition of an extra potential 100 vehicles would compromise the
safety of the residents further. The additional traffic would also compromise the safety of the school
children during pick up and drop off times. The police have visited the school road several times at
pick up and drop off times due to the severe congestion. 3) South Otterington school ? if able to support
the extra children the development could generate, it could potentially effect the quality of teaching
delivered due to larger class sizes. 4) The field is often flooded and waterlogged during wet weather,
the Wiske runs behind the proposed site and floods every year as is. The additional surface water the
houses would generate would further perpetuate this problem. There is concern that this could cause
existing properties to flood. 5) In addition the late prior land owner informed several residents around
the proposed development that a covenant placed by her late father restricted development on this
site ?
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr Thomas Moore (1225494)

Comment ID

LPreg19-251

Response Date

15/09/19 20:23

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web
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Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not support the plan to develop this site for the following reasons: 1. Traffic issues - as it stands
the plan to allow access to this site via Beechfield / Mayfield would further increase the volume of traffic
passing the local primary school and navigating what is already a very poor junction. There are no
safe crossing facilities on this road and the lack of parking and drop off space at all times escalates
the issue further . This road massively struggles to cope with existing traffic demand already and
routing further traffic down it to access new housing would vastly increase safety risks for local residents
and children attending the school. 2. The added traffic from the expected new PGL business in Newby
Wiske will also be thrown into the mix. Causing even more safety concerns. 3. Impact on Beechfield
& Mayfield residents. Both of these roads are very quite cul-de-sacs, with no passing traffic and very
light traffic volumes. Many of the residents on both streets have young families with children that play
outside, many of whom recently moved here for that exact reason. Using this estate, where house
numbers barely touch 30, to give access to 40+ will easily increase traffic volumes three/four fold,
increase noise in what is a very quiet village and have a negative very impact on safety.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Surely access from the main road (A167) would prevent adding traffic pressure and seems a very easy
fix to most of these issues. Why could this not be the main / only access to any new housing on the
site?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
I live on Beechfield and moved here recently, to bring up my young family. Many others on the estate
are in the same position.
Comment by

Mr Andrew Shore (1225482)

Comment ID

LPreg19-249

Response Date

15/09/19 18:33

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not support the plan to develop the area for the following reason: The increase in traffic from the
development will create more congestion at the junction outside South Otterington School, increasing
the likelihood of an accident.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr James Shore (1225454)

Comment ID

LPreg19-238

Response Date

14/09/19 20:38

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Detrimental to residents of Beechfield and Mayfield
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

doctor stephen tuck (1224564)

Comment ID

LPreg19-177

Response Date

05/09/19 18:49

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
This plan is not sound and I do not support this plan. There are a number of problems with the plan.
1. the area immediately beyond i.e. the fields behind Beechfield regularly flood following any period
of heavy rain. This seems to be becoming more frequent as climate change becomes more evident.
The flooding can reach right up to the hedge by the public footpath and the gates into the village green.
Placing 40 homes (and the subsequent additional 40 in the second wave of building) in the preferred
site will generate considerable run off and add to this flooding problem risking flooding to existing and
new homes. it should be pointed out that the flood plain is immediately behind Beechfield and the river
Wiske runs through these fields. the land drains slowly as any gardener will tell you. 2. the entry point
proposed is through Beechfield and/or Mayfield. The entry into these roads opposite the school is very
narrow and will not cope well with additional traffic especially given the cars that park opposite the
junction. 3.additional traffic may pose a threat to the school children be that around the school itself
and to children playing in the streets. 4. it would be better to develop newby Wiske Hall as housing. I
understand from the council in repsonse to this suggestion that it was felt that no more housing stock
was required following the existing expansion in Northallerton.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr Scott Henderson (1224055)

Comment ID

LPreg19-150

Response Date

02/09/19 10:38

Consultation Point

SOT 1: Beechfield, South Otterington (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not support the plan to develop this site for the following reasons: 1. Traffic issues - the plan to
allow access to this site via Beechfield / Mayfield would further increase the volume of traffic passing
the local primary school and navigating what is already a poor junction opposite. Safe crossing facilities
on this road are non-existent and the lack of proper parking and drop off space at peak school times
compounds issues further. This road already struggles to cope with existing traffic demand and routing
further traffic down it to access new housing would increase safety risks for local residents and children
attending the school. 2. Impact on Beechfield & Mayfield residents - these roads are currently a dead
end, are very quiet and see very light traffic volumes. Many of the residents here have young families
with children that play outside. Using these roads for access to new housing on the proposed site will
increase traffic volumes, noise and have a negative impact on safety.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
There appears to be an obvious access point to the site to use from the main road (A167) which would
prevent adding traffic pressure - why could this not be the main / only access to any new housing on
the site?

Comment by

Prices (1228067)

Comment ID

LPreg19-728

Response Date

17/09/19 13:52

Consultation Point

12 Bedale Area (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 Prices Paving LPreg19-728_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Subject: HAMBLETON LOCAL PLAN PUBLICATION DRAFT: PRICE’S PAVING (SNAPE) REF
B/135/001 In view of the imminent deadline for comments on the above document I set out below a
statement which I hope consolidates all previous supporting comments made for this since the initial
consultation period and also indicates the site owners current position regarding the existing business
and his potential options and courses of action for the next few months. 1. Background and current
situation Planning permission was granted for the use of the former Hare’s Building Construction and
Fabrication Site (which had been in operation since the 1950s) in 2013 for the storage and distribution
of stone, tiles and ancillary materials for the current owner.This enabled him to consolidate his operation,
which began locally in 1996, from three smaller sites to on main site within Snape Village. This site
was complementary to the existing showroom on the northern side of Snape which was improved in
2006. The business has grown considerable since moving to Snape and now has a national, even
international, reputation and market reach. The employment generated by the business is currently
12. The situation has now been reached where the owner must decide whether to remain at the current
operational level, as further expansion within the current site is not possible because of both physical
and environmental constraints. The owner has always been a considerate operator and the last thing
he desires is to increase the business within the existing site which, whilst complying with all existing
planning conditions, would represent an unacceptable operation in its day to day activity to the detriment
of local residents. 2. Current options The first option as set out above is to do nothing and continue
the operation as it stands. This would have 2 effects: firstly the existing allocated site within the village
for 20-22 dwellings would not come forward and, secondary, that an activity which, although fully
approved and properly run, is not one which is ideally suited to a village location and is, in face not
favoured by a significant number of local residents and would consequently remain. A second option
is that the owner could reduce the scale of the operation and diversify into mote specialised elements
of the business (i.e. more decorative items and salvage/recovery aspects). This would still mean that
the business would remain in situ with traffic to and from the site continuing. This would also mean
that the allocated site would not come forward and that the employment levels would be reduced. As
all the existing employees live within 10 miles of the site this would not be advantageous to the local
area. A third option is that the owner could, potentially, vacate the existing site if it were financially
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possible, seek and alternative site) which he would wish to be located within the Snape/Bedale general
area) and continue the scope of the current business with the possibility for expansion. Such an
alternative he would wish to have better access to the main road network which would represent a
significant environmental benefit and give the potential for increased local employment. 3. The Existing
Allocation and Need for a Larger Area The existing allocated area comprises the northern part of the
owner’s landholding, which is an area of hardstanding, and totally excludes the southern portion which
contains the buildings which were formally part of hare’s construction and fabrication operation. This
is at present used, not intensively, for storage purposes by the current owner. The very southern part
of the site is virtually unused and contains a large volume of soils which were put there in the 1950s/60s
when extended hardstanding and buildings were created by the former occupier. It would seem obvious
that the allocated site would not appear attractive to any developer whilst the existing buildings and
overgrown soil storage area remain. Any developer coming forward in respect of the currently allocated
area would, it seems natural, wish to have control of the whole site in order to make the allocated site
desirable. However with an allocation of only 20-22 units this would not seem to be an economic reality.
At the same time the sale of only the allocated area by the current owner would not provide the
necessary financial resource to move out of the village. There are therefore 2 complementary reasons
why a larger allocated area, sufficient to accommodate some 40-45 units of a variety of types and
sizes, would be appropriate here. These 2 reasons are in addition to the environmental and social
benefits set out below. 4. Environmental and Social Benefits of a Larger Allocation It has been noted
above that although the existing business is operating with a valid planning permission and is fully
compliant with all imposed conditions, it is not an ideal activity to be carried out within a village location.
It has also been stated that the site is unlikely to be an appealing development whilst it is located
directly adjoining an area of unattractive buildings and unused, overgrown, soil mounds. Should a
larger allocated area be approved it would enable the whole site to be improved by the demolition of
existing buildings, a layout incorporating a range of house types and sizes which would reflect the
character of the village whilst also incorporating open spaces and amenity areas which would utilise
the areas of soil already stored on the site. There is the possibility that a specific area for recreation
which would benefit the First School could be incorporated into a layout for a larger area. In addition
a larger allocated area would result in the availability of a greater proportion of Affordable Units being
provided. The Council’s Rural Housing Enabling Officer has indicted that there is a specific need for
such units in the Snape area. Snape is, and it is likely to retain its role as a Service Village as it has
an important range of local services and facilities. The development of the larger site requested would
result in a larger local population which would undoubtedly be beneficial to the retention and evolution
of such services and facilities. In particular the local First school would benefit significantly from a
larger local catchment. 5. Site Availability Timescale The site would be able to be brought forward for
development within a maximum of 18 months should this be required or desirable. This is due to the
fact that the floor space of any new buildings required for the activity would not be greater, and probably
less, than those on the existing site since, as noted above, the existing buildings are not intensively
used. Any transfer of the business would entail the ‘running down’ of stock in Snape with new stocks
being directly delivered to the replacement location. 6. Site Owner’s Interim Intentions The site owner
is currently in consultation with a local developer who wishes to be involved in the development of this
site (i.e. a larger allocation). It is most likely that a formal Pre-Application submission will be made
within the next few weeks which proposed the development of around 40-45 units. This will be submitted
not in any way to prejudice the consultation process or implementation of the future Local Plan but to
show in a practical way how the site could be beneficially developed in the form and scale which has
been referred to in the above comments. This submission is made following a most constructive and
helpful meeting held with Peter Jones, Senior Development Control Officer. Comments made by Mr
Jones will be included within the submission.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Persimmon Homes ( Richard Holland - 1229781)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-987

Response Date

17/09/19 13:35

Consultation Point

12 Bedale Area (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-17 Persimmon Homes LPreg19-978.pdf
2019-09-17 Persimmon Appendix 3 Bedale Location
Plan LPreg19-987.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Bedale (South of Lyngarth Farm, Site Ref: B/011/020): (please see appendix 3) The allocation of this
site is supported and will continue the positive development already being undertaken as part of our
adjacent site being built currently. It is however suggested that the following changes be made to policy
HG1 in order for this to be considered positively prepared and by extension sound. Persimmon Homes
considers that the policy should be modified as follows in order to make the document sound: • The
boundary of the proposed site should be amended to reflect the attached site boundary (appendix 3),
this is to ensure that the area adjacent to Southlands Farm can come forward as a buffer planting and
POS scheme to protect the farm house and buildings from the new proposed development. The policy
sets numbers of homes for each site. This should be amended to reflect a “minimum of “figure to be
consistent with the approach used in policy S2 (part b.) of “at least".
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Burrill Road Bedale ( - 1229750)

Comment ID

LPreg19-975

Response Date

17/09/19 10:29

Consultation Point

12 Bedale Area (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 ELG SITE ACCESS PLAN Rev A Lpreg
19 -970.pdf
2019-09-17 ELG Reps Document Lpreg 19-970.pdf
2019-09-17 ELG_Form_LPreg 19 -970.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The site was identified as a preferred housing site B/011/001a at the Preferred Options stage. However,
following the Council’s decision to reduce the quantum of land allocated for housing in the plan, this
site no longer forms a draft allocation within the Publication Draft. The Site Selection Methodology &
Results 2019 sets out the de-allocation of this site and confirms; “Site would be a significant extension
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into open countryside. Cost of required road widening likely to mean that this site is not viable” These
representations seek to demonstrate that the Council should take a flexible approach to ensuring
sufficient housing across the district and include further allocations such as this that are demonstrably
suitable, available and deliverable. These representations are supported by a detailed access plan
showing that access at the site has already been considered and can be suitably achieved.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr and Mr & Mrs J and J R & L Yates (1229243)

Comment ID

LPreg19-822

Response Date

17/09/19 11:20

Consultation Point

Aiskew and Bedale (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Yates LPreg19-821.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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Site ref. ALT/B/004/022 was first submitted in a Call for Sites response during the Preferred Options
Consultation which Hambleton were consulting on in October – December 2016. Following a review
of the sites received during this process Hambleton proceeded to open a further consultation known
as the Additional Sites Consultation in 2017. This consultation assessed the new sites that had been
received and some additional sites were then allocated in draft, including our Client’s site at Aiskew.
However, in September – November 2017 the government held a consultation which aims to standardise
the methodology used by Local Planning Authorities (LPA) to assess their housing need.This indicated
that many of the northern LPAs had estimated a higher number of dwellings than required, as assessed
by the standard methodology. This resulted in Hambleton delaying their timetable for the Local Plan
whilst they produced their Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) in 2018.
Hambleton’s SHLAA reassessed the housing numbers and significantly reduced the need for new
housing allocations based on its meeting its fiveyear housing supply on its existing commitments. The
result has been that our Client’s site, amongst many others, is no longer a proposed housing allocation.
Our Client objects to their site not being included as a proposed allocation in the Publication Draft of
the emerging Local Plan. Above we have set out why we consider the spatial distribution strategy is
not sound when taking into consideration the wider growth strategy of significant employment growth
within the Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar area. Furthermore, we would like to emphasise the merits
of allocating site ALT/B/004/022 in the Local Plan in the following table: [full table available from
attached representation] Our Client is committed to pursuing and securing the development of their
site through the forward planning process. The site is deliverable and would provide much needed
housing in an area that is expected to generate future employment growth during the plan period. The
Council’s decision not to allocate the site is not sound based on the tests outlined in paragraph 35 of
the National Planning Policy Framework. Therefore it is considered that this site should be included
as a housing allocation in Hambleton District Council’s emerging Local Plan to 2035
Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)

Comment ID

LPreg19-904

Response Date

17/09/19 15:34

Consultation Point

Aiskew and Bedale (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 65

Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
8.1.1 Further to comments made in relation to the proposed housing requirement, plan period, residual
housing need, and spatial pattern of development, it is clear to Gladman that there is a need for further
sites to be identified at the District’s Main Towns and Service Villages to ensure a full deliverability of
the Local Plan and to meet the tests of soundness. In response, in this Section, Gladman submit three
sites for allocation through the Local Plan. 8.2 Land West of Exelby Road, Bedale 8.2.1 Gladman is
promoting Land West of Exelby Road, Bedale which has a total capacity for around 400 dwellings.
Figure 3 depicts the location and scale of the proposal site relative to Bedale. The Site is situated to
the south east of the settlement and is accessible from the east from Exelby Road. Proposed allocation
AIB2 is located just north of the Site. The Site is currently in use for agriculture but is available for
development in the short term. Land to the north of the Site is in residential use.[see attached submission
for figure 3] 8.2.2 Bedale is one of five main towns in the District, siting jointly atop of the settlement
hierarchy. The town functions as a hub for services and facilities for a wide rural hinterland located in
the west of the District. The town features a wide range of shops and services, this includes food
shops, a pharmacy, post office, a bank, a library, doctors’ surgery, nurseries, primary school, secondary
school, and leisure centre. The town centre is located under 1 mile from the proposed site. This is
similar to the distance to the town centre from site reference AIB1 which is proposed for allocation
through the Local Plan, with all listed services walkable from the Site, in contrast to allocations made
by the Council at Leeming Bar. Sources of employment available at Leeming Bar and Northallerton
are commutable from the Site via the number 73 bus service which operates half hourly. 8.2.3 Gladman
consider that the range and accessibility of these services and facilities means that development at
the Site would not promote or be reliant on car usage, and as such is consistent with the NPPF and
Local Plan in this regard. The allocation in whole or part of this Site would assist the Council in meeting
evident identified shortfall in housing provision required to make the Local Plan deliverable. Gladman
is promoting the Site in a phased manner and consider that the Site holds longer term potential to
meet the future housing needs of Bedale, with the Site continuing to meet housing needs into the next
plan period. 8.2.5 The allocation of the Site by the Council would allow housing needs to be met at a
single strategic location, enabling for better planning and phasing of infrastructure, and providing for
potential community benefits such as new community meeting space, shop, and open space. 8.2.6
Gladman do not share the Council’s view that the site would represent a significant extension to the
form of the settlement; particularly given the potential for allocation and delivery to be phased across
Local Plans. Gladman consider that the Site simply reflects how Bedale has grown overtime given
constraints experienced to the north and east of the settlement as provided by flood risk from Bedale
Beck, and heritage sensitivities provided by the Conservation Area and the Listed Church of St Gregory.
The Site represents a continuation of growth along Exelby Road, reflecting the historic growth of Bedale
as evident from historic mapping and satellite imagery. 8.2.7 Gladman do not agree that the Site would
necessarily impact on the form and character of the settlement, particularly where the Site is planned
well. Gladman is willing to work with the Council and the community to achieve this. Gladman consider
that the allocation and development of the Site provides the opportunity to enhance the setting of
Bedale along its southern edge reducing and softening the town’s impact on the landscape from the
south and providing a gateway feature for the settlement for those entering the town along the Exelby
Road. 8.2.8 Gladman can confirm that the Site is capable of delivery now, and if allocated would
achieve policy compliance, in addition to community benefits listed above. This includes the delivery
of 120 affordable dwellings across the site over the lifetime of its build, as well as a range of house
types and sizes, including smaller housing stock, to meet local housing needs. 8.2.9 For the reasons
set out above, Gladman submit that the Site should be allocated for housing through the Local Plan
8.3 Land North of the B1365, Stokesley and Land East of the A172, Stokesley 8.3.1 Gladman is
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promoting Land North of the B1365, Stokesley for housing through the Local Plan. The Site is situated
to the north north east of the town and is bounded by the B1365 to Stockton to the south and A172 to
Middlesbrough to the east. Strikes Garden Centre is located to the east of the Site across the A172.
Residential areas of Stokesley are located to the south of the B1365. This includes Land at Tanton
Road, Stokesley which is currently being developed (by Kier) and was previously promoted by Gladman
through the planning application process. The location of the Site relative Stokesley Gladman is also
promoting Land East of the A172, Stokesley for housing through the Local Plan. Figure 4 above
illustrates the location of the Site relative to Stokesely. The Site is situated to the north east of the town
and east of Strikes Garden Centre. The Site identified in considered to hold opportunity for development
in the long term, and collectively with Land North of the B1365 gives the Council the opportunity to
meet future development needs of the town in a strategic and coherent approach with the potential
for new social infrastructure and a well-planned, high quality urban extension. Stokesley is one of five
main towns in the District, siting jointly atop of the settlement hierarchy. The town features a wide
range of shops and services, this includes food shops, a pharmacy, post office, a bank, a library, health
centre, nurseries, primary school, secondary school, and leisure centre, and functions as the principle
service centre for the northern part of the District. A large employment area is located to the south of
the town. The town is also accessible via bus to a broader range of shops, services, and sources of
employment available in the Teesside Conurbation located some 6 miles to the north. 8.3.4 Gladman
consider that the range and accessibility of these services and facilities means that development at
the Site would not promote or be reliant on car usage, and as such is consistent with the NPPF and
Local Plan in this regard. As set out in Section 3, Gladman consider that, with existing allocations and
commitments, there is a shortfall of 145 dwellings arising in Stokesley which should be accounted for
through additional allocation(s) at the settlement to ensure the full delivery of the Local Plan. 8.3.6 The
future growth of Stokesley is heavily affected by flood risk with areas constrained to the east, south
and west. National policy requires avoidance of residential development in Flood Zone 2 and 3 as far
as practicable. Open land in the east of the settlement holds recreation value, and regularly hosts
events. Stokesley is tightly hugged by its by-pass as provided by the A172 serving as a strong physical
boundary to the town (with the exception of development along Station Road As such, given the need
for further allocations and the absence of reasonable alternatives, including brownfield land, the District
Council face the stark reality that the future development needs of Stokesley will need to jump this
man-made and arbitrary boundary to the settlement. 8.3.8 Gladman consider that Land North of the
B1365 (and east of the A172) provides the most suitable and logical location to secure this, which
would be unaffected by Flood Risk. This area is located in close proximity to residential development,
with opportunity for pedestrian links across the B1365 provided via Tanton Road and Meadowfield.
The development of this area would provide a suitable extension of the urban form northwards,
respecting the existing pattern of development mindful of the town’s constraints. Gladman is promoting
Land North of the B1365 for up to 110 dwellings and is committed to achieving full policy compliance
on the Site. A suitable scheme is being drawn up to ensure that the Site could be developed sensitively
providing a new setting and character to the town when viewed from the north. Land east of A172
provides a longer term opportunity for residential development, providing strategic focus to respond
to the future development needs of the town and wider sub area. Gladman can confirm that the both
sites are available now and if allocated would be delivered over this plan period and beyond. 8.3.11
For the reasons set out above, Gladman submit that the sites should be allocated for housing through
the Local Plan.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Bedale Estate (1227765)

Comment ID

LPreg19-717

Response Date

12/09/19 14:50

Consultation Point

AIB 1: Northeast of Ashgrove, Aiskew (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-12 Savills LPreg19-717_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Hambleton District Council Regulation 19 Local Plan (‘Draft Local Plan’) proposes to allocate the
land north east of Ashgrove Aiskew for housing. The site, 3.27ha, is allocated for 85 dwellings [see
attached for map]Policy AIB 1 sets out the following requirements for the site including: Vehicle, cycle
and pedestrian access to be taken from Bedale Road. Works to extend and improve pedestrian and
cycle links, including the provision of secondary pedestrian and cycle access to Bedale Road and
through the site to Sandhill Lane. A flood risk and archaeological assessment and ecological surveys
Retention of existing landscape features including hedgerows and mature trees and connectivity into
surrounding countryside Consultation with utility providers We can confirm that the policy requirements
of AIB 1 are feasible and can therefore be delivered.These representations discuss the site’s suitability
for housing and the soundness of the allocation. The site is within the ownership of the Bedale Estate
on one of the main routes into Bedale. The site adjoins a permitted site (15/01240/OUT and
18/02748/REM) which is currently being developed by Barratt Homes for 120 dwellings. This provides
evidence of the location being one in which there is demand for new housing and where the house
building industry and is keen to invest. The site is in a sustainable location for residential development
with suitable access points onto the local highway network via Bedale Road. The site provides an
opportunity to tie into the permitted Wilbert Farm Sandhill Lane site, increasing connectivity and
‘rounding off’ the village in this location. [see attached for aerial view]The site is very well contained
and screened from the north meaning there will be no impact on the setting of the village. The tall
planting along Bedale Road provides additional screening from the north. Suitability The PPG states
(Reference ID: 3-019-20140306) that “the following factors should be considered to assess a site’s
suitability for development now or in the future: physical limitations or problems such as access,
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infrastructure, ground conditions, flood risk, hazardous risks, pollution or contamination; potential
impacts including the effect upon landscapes including landscape features, nature and heritage
conservation; appropriateness and likely market attractiveness for the type of development proposed;
contribution to regeneration priority areas; environmental/amenity impacts experienced by would
be occupiers and neighbouring areas. We therefore consider these points in more depth. Our client’s
site has no physical issues which affect its suitability for housing development. The site is not in an
area at risk of flooding (principally Flood Zone 1), does not suffer from contamination or ground stability
issues and is not affected by air pollution or odour. The site has a safe access to the adopted highway
for both pedestrians and vehicles and is accessible to public transport. Local services in Bedale are
accessible by foot and bicycle within Institute of Highways standards. There is connectivity into adjacent
areas and countryside providing increased opportunity to new and existing residents to walk and cycle.
Our client’s site is not in an area protected for its ecological or historical importance and there are no
listed building adjacent to the site. The site is attractive to the market and this is demonstrated by
Barratt Homes’ development of the adjacent site. We are in discussion with a volume housebuilder
who is keen to take this site forward. The site is not in a regeneration area however it will not undermine
the regeneration of other area. The site can offer landscape and visual improvements along the
northern and western boundary. The site is of a scale that it can deliver homes whilst protecting the
amenity of existing and prospective residents. Adequate set back distances can be achieved within
the site to ensure privacy and overlooking is not an issue. In conclusion we are confident that the site
is a suitable and sustainable location for housing growth. Availability and Achievability In terms of
‘achievability’ and ‘availability’ we can confirm that the site is available for housing now and development
is achievable in the next five years following planning permission being secured. There are no land
ownership or legal issues which would preclude or slow development and we can confirm that we are
in advanced discussions with a volume housebuilder in terms of taking the site forward for development.
In our view the site is suitable, achievable and available. As per the PPG the site is deliverable and
should be allocated as part of the Hambleton District Local Plan. Policy AIB1 is therefore sound.
Comment by

Aiskew and Leeming Bar Parish Council ( Susan
Nicholson - 1025234)

Comment ID

LPreg19-201

Response Date

06/09/19 11:50

Consultation Point

AIB 1: Northeast of Ashgrove, Aiskew (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.12

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
AIB 1 Northeast of Ashgrove, Aiskew, this is a proposal for a further 85 dwellings on top of the two
sites in Aiskew that are likely to be developed. Objections would be on the basis of
increased/overdevelopment in a community which does not have any infrastructure to support a further
240 plus dwellings. What is the likely impact on schools, GP practice, service infrastructure, traffic and
road safety. Are there plans to develop shops, a school, community facilities alongside these
developments, if not, why not? Any further comments would be helpful.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1032

Response Date

17/09/19 09:52

Consultation Point

AIB 1: Northeast of Ashgrove, Aiskew (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 PBP Taylor Wimpey site layout_1
LPreg19-1032.pdf
2019-09-17 PBP Taylor Wimpey_redacted
LPreg19-1032.pdf
2019-09-17 PBP Taylor Wimpey site layout_2
LPreg19-1032.pdf
Part 1 Litchfields LPreg19-861.PDF

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We write on behalf of our client Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd to provide representations to the Hambleton
Publication Draft Local Plan in respect of their land interest at North of Bedale Road, Aiskew which is
proposed to be allocated for 85 homes under Site Ref. AIB1. Our client fully supports the identification
of the site as a proposed housing allocation within the Publication Draft Local Plan. However, they
believe that there is an opportunity to increase the size of the allocation and with it the socio-economic
benefits that the development can provide. There has been no change in circumstances since our
clients entered into pre-application discussions with the Council in December 2018 (Ref. 18/02393/PPP).
The pre-application discussions related to a development of 172 new homes and incorporated an area
of land located to the immediate north of the proposed site allocation area. The pre-application
discussions confirmed that there were no technical issues that would preclude the development of the
larger site. Including landscape and visual impact matters. Rendering it a truly deliverable residential
development site. The expanded site area relates to Site Ref. ALT/B/004/022 and Site Ref.
ALT/B/004/030 which were previously identified as acceptable housing site options within the Council’s
Alternative Sites Consultation document (April 2017). Whilst we support the proposed allocation of 85
homes at the site, we object to the rejection of the wider site area. The wider site area would provide
a more appropriate rounding off of the settlement area when the adjacent Barratt Homes’ scheme at
Wilbert’s Farm is taken into account. Enclosed with these representations are two Proposed Site
Layouts providing alternative development proposals for the site. The first relating to the proposed
allocation area and the second relating to our client’s preferred development option. Both layouts
include reference to the Barratt Homes’ scheme located to the immediate west of the site. We support
the proposed allocation of the site by the Council. • However, we believe there is an opportunity to
expand the site to incorporate an area of land to the immediate north of the site, providing a more
appropriate rounding off of the settlement area and a proportionate uplift in socio-economic benefits.
• Though the site has a proposed quantum of 85 homes, our proposed expanded site area can deliver
up to 172 homes, including 51 affordable homes. • The site will provide the opportunity to help meet
the District’s current and future housing needs. • The proposals will deliver a development which
respects the character of the surrounding area whilst providing a high quality residential development
where people will want to live. • The indicative development proposals provide new areas of public
open space and landscaping in locations which can enhance views at the entrance to the settlement.
• The indicative development proposals seek to retain existing areas of arboricultural and biodiversity
value. • The indicative development proposals have been designed to safeguard the surrounding
landscape area of the site and mitigate any potential impact through increasing boundary landscaping.
• The site represents a deliverable residential development site. • The development proposals are
situated in a suitable and highly sustainable location. • The site is available now as it is under the
control of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd who are actively seeking to secure the site’s allocation for residential
development. • The site can also be considered achievable as new homes can be delivered on the
site within the next 5 years and indeed within the first five years of the Local Plan. • There are no
technical or environmental (built and natural) constraints that would preclude the development of the
site. Our proposals have the potential to provide for a new high quality residential development of up
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to 172 homes, alongside the delivery of community infrastructure in the form of a new public open
space. The site is located adjacent to the north of Aiskew and is enclosed on three sides by existing
and proposed development. The development of the site will also safeguard the existing landscape
character of the area beyond the site’s boundaries through the retention and enhancement of the site’s
existing landscape features to the north. We believe there is a need for the Council to allocate additional
housing land to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing needs of the District can be delivered.
This along with site specific matters provides a strong argument for the release of our client’s expanded
site area. Our clients have instructed Lichfields to undertake a robust assessment of the District’s
housing needs. Their report is enclosed alongside these representations.[see representations
LPreg19-861, 867, 870-876 and 1047] PLANNING & SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT The proposed
allocation site is located to the north of Aiskew, located between Bedale Road and Barratt Homes’
proposed development site at Wilbert’s Farm. Our expanded site area includes a further area of land
to the north which rounds of the settlement area between Back Lane to the west and Bedale Road to
the east. The site currently consists of a private field with landscape boundary features to the north.
The site is confined to the west, south and east by existing and proposed areas of residential
development. The proposed allocation area extends to 3.27ha. The larger site area totals 6.27ha
(including Site Ref. AIB1). The area of the site that is not currently allocated for residential development
is not designated for any type of environmental protection within the emerging Local Plan. The
topography of the site is relatively flat, meaning that in visual terms it will be closely related to the
settlement edges of Aiskew and Bedale. The site is located within Flood Risk Zone 1 (lowest risk).
Following the delivery of the Barratt Homes’ development at Wilbert’s Farm the site will be contained
on three sides. However, as the north-eastern element of the allocation area protrudes northwards,
the expanded site area offers the potential to deliver a comprehensive rounding off of the settlement
area. Both the allocation site and the expanded site area are located in the least sensitive area for
new development in Bedale/Aiskew in respect of landscape and visual impact, as identified in the
Council’s Landscape Character Assessment and Sensitivity Study (May 2016). Furthermore, the site
itself will be viewed within the context of the existing and future developed areas which surround it.
Consequently, in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development there will be no
overall harm. The site is located within a sustainable location, with good access to local services and
facilities in the area, along with good public transport links. The site lies within walking and cycling
distance to number of facilities and services located in Bedale and Leeming Bar. Including the newly
proposed employment allocations at Leeming Bar. Bus stops are available on Bedale Road adjacent
to the site’s frontage. With regard to the emerging Local Plan, Policy S3 identifies that the development
strategy for Hambleton is as follows: - The majority of housing development requirements will be met
from development located at Northallerton and Thirsk, as well as the other market towns of Bedale,
Stokesley and Easingwold, where there is good access to employment, public transport, education,
shopping and leisure facilities and where housing growth will contribute to their vibrancy. Policy HG1
furthers this position by stating that housing allocations are proposed to support the role of Bedale as
a Market Town. Finally, Paragraph 5.20 identifies that allocations are made at Bedale, Easingwold
and Stokesley, “commensurate with their size, character and the concentration of services and facilities
in these locations and their role in providing services to residents of other nearby communities”. Whilst
we support the Council’s approach to future housing growth in Bedale/Aiskew, including the proposed
allocation of 85 homes at our land interest north of Bedale Road, it is our view that there is an opportunity
to expand the site to incorporate an area of land to the immediate north of the site, providing a more
appropriate rounding off of the settlement area and a proportionate uplift in socio-economic benefits.
We also believe there is a need for the Council to allocate additional housing land to ensure that the
full objectively assessed housing needs of the District can be delivered. This along with site specific
matters provides a strong argument for the release of our client’s expanded site area. THE
DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS Enclosed with these representations are two Proposed Site Layouts
providing alternative development proposals for the site. The first relating to the proposed allocation
area and the second relating to our client’s preferred development option. We believe that the site
provides the opportunity to deliver the following key characteristics: - • Though the site has a proposed
allocation quantum of 85 homes, our proposed expanded site area can deliver up to 172 homes,
including 51 affordable homes. • The proposals will deliver a development which respects the character
of the surrounding area whilst providing a high quality residential development where people will want
to live • The indicative development proposals provide new areas of public open space and landscaping
in locations which can enhance views at the entrance to the settlement. • The indicative development
proposals seek to retain existing areas of arboricultural and biodiversity value. • The indicative
development proposals have been designed to safeguard the surrounding landscape area of the site
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and mitigate any potential impact through increasing boundary landscaping. • Appropriate vehicular
access will be taken from Bedale Road. • New pedestrian and cycle connections will be provided to
Bedale Road, delivering linkages to surrounding areas, including the services and facilities provided
within Aiskew, Bedale and Leeming Bar. The proposed development of the site could achieve a high
standard of design that protects and enhances the local area’s setting and character. Our proposals
have the potential to provide for a new high quality residential development of up to 172 homes,
alongside the delivery of community infrastructure in the form of a new public open space. The
development of the site will also safeguard the existing landscape character of the area beyond the
site’s boundaries through the retention and enhancement of the site’s existing landscape features to
the north. We believe that the site can be considered a logical extension to the settlement area of
Bedale/Aiskew, with the site having the potential to be designed in a manner which will enable it to be
largely enclosed on all sides. DELIVERABILITY ASSESSMENT In accordance with the definition
provided within Annex 2 of the NPPF 2018, we believe that the site can be considered as a Deliverable
residential development site on account of:- Suitability The site is located in a suitable location for
residential development now. As identified above, a sustainable development can be delivered at the
site with pedestrian and cycle access to existing services, facilities and public transport. A suitable
access can be provided from existing highways and there are no technical constraints which would
preclude the development of the site for residential use. A sympathetic layout can also be delivered
which reflects the character of the area. Availability The site is available for residential development
now as there are no legal or ownership constraints as Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd have an interest in the
site and by virtue of this submission are expressing an intention to develop the site for residential use.
Achievability A viable housing development can be delivered on the site within the next 5 years. Taylor
Wimpey UK Ltd are seeking to develop the site for residential use. Prior to the progression of
development sites they undertake a thorough marketing and economic viability assessment for each
site, including an assessment of any site specific abnormal costs.The site is considered to be achievable
for residential development now as there is a realistic prospect that the site can deliver new homes
within the next 5 years. Deliverability Conclusion The site can be considered a deliverable residential
development site and we provide below the indicative economic and social benefits that the site’s
release could potentially deliver in association with each of our development proposals: - [see full
representation for benefits of delivery] DELIVERY TIMESCALES It is envisaged that a planning
application could be prepared and submitted to the Council in relation to the proposed site allocation
area following the submission of the Local Plan to the Secretary of State, which is currently anticipated
in November 2019. Should the wider site area be included as a site allocation within the submitted
Local Plan, then any future planning application would incorporate the whole of our client’s land
interests. Taking into account the proposed submission date it is currently envisaged that first dwelling
completions on the site could take place in the monitoring year 2020/21. Within the same monitoring
year as the anticipated adoption of the Local Plan (December 2020). Other than the delivery of the
site’s initial site infrastructure there are no other major infrastructure works that need to take place
prior to the commencement of delivery of new homes on the site. Accordingly, the development could
commence within a year of the submission of a planning application. Due to the site’s size there would
be one development/selling outlet delivering new homes at the site. It is therefore anticipated that the
development will deliver a yield of at least 40 homes per annum. The table below provides the site’s
cumulative dwelling delivery projection per annum for both of our site options that the Council can use
within their housing trajectory. [See full representation for housing delivery numbers] Affordable housing;
identified areas of public open space; and landscape planting will be delivered commensurate with
the progression of the development and made available for use at an agreed point with the Council.
The development proposals can therefore deliver significant benefits to the Bedale/Aiskew settlement
area within the first five-year period of the Local Plan, alongside making a significant contribution to
the Council’s ongoing 5-year housing land supply requirements. FURTHER TECHNICAL WORK The
initial survey work we have undertaken in respect of the site’s development has not identified any
issues that would adversely impact on the site’s deliverability. This position has been confirmed by
the pre-application discussions we have undertaken with the Council. However, as a planning application
is likely to be submitted prior to the examination of the Local Plan taking place, it is envisaged that the
Council will have all of the evidence required to demonstrate the deliverability of the site for residential
development. RESPONSE TO SITE-SPECIFIC POLICY REQUIREMENTS Utilising the evidence
presented in these representations and our pre-application discussions with the Council, we provide
below our response to the identified site-specific policy requirements associated with the proposed
allocation of the site: - Access & Highways • These representations confirm that vehicle, cycle and
pedestrian access will be taken from Bedale Road. • The Proposed Layout for the site’s development
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includes the provision of pedestrian and cycle access to Bedale Road. A connection can be provided
to Sandhill Lane via the Barratt Homes’ development to the west. Flood, Drainage & Water Management
• A site specific flood risk assessment will be submitted with the forthcoming planning application to
confirm the nature and scope of any mitigation necessary in respect of surface water flooding. Though
no issues are expected. Biodiversity & Landscaping • A preliminary ecological appraisal will be submitted
with the forthcoming planning application and any recommended mitigation measures will be
implemented. • The Proposed Layout identifies that existing landscape features will be retained,
including hedgerows and mature trees. It also confirms that existing boundary features will be enhanced
to screen views of the site from the north. Heritage • An archaeological and heritage assessment will
be submitted alongside the forthcoming planning application. Other Planning Considerations • The
site is identified as being located in a minerals safeguarding area for limestone, sand and gravel.
However, as the site is surrounded by development and infrastructure on all sides, there is clearly no
prospect of the site ever being used for quarrying. Consequently, as part of any future planning
application, we would submit a minerals resource assessment which would identify any required
mitigation as part of the new development to avoid impact on the safeguarded site. Utility Provision •
Early consultation will be made with Northern Gas Network and Northern Power Grid and the relevant
Water Authority in order to identify undertakings which may be required for the development Design,
Landscaping, Open Space Provision and Green Corridors • As the site is within the North Yorkshire
Green Infrastructure corridor, the development will enhance connectivity to adjacent green infrastructure.
The expanded development option does of course provide the potential to deliver larger areas of public
open space within the site. • A Design & Access Statement will be submitted alongside the forthcoming
planning application to show how the development will successfully integrate with the surrounding
area and the neighbouring residential area. The statement will also address the constraints and
opportunities of the site, whilst paying attention to scale, height, massing and density considerations.
The development proposals will guard against impacts of overshadowing and overlooking.The response
provided above confirms that the development proposals can be delivered in full accordance with the
site-specific requirements for the site. Again confirming the deliverability and sustainability of the
development proposals for residential use. On the basis of the information provided within these
representations, we wish to place on record our support for the proposed allocation of Land North of
Bedale Road, Aiskew (Site Ref. AIB1) for residential development within the emerging Hambleton
Local Plan. The development proposals are situated in a suitable and highly sustainable location and
there are no technical or environmental (built and natural) constraints that would preclude the
development of the site. The site is available now as it is under the control of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd
who are actively seeking to secure the site’s allocation for residential development. The site can also
be considered achievable as new homes can be delivered on the site within the next 5 years. Whilst
the delivery of 85 homes at the site can be provided, our expanded development proposals have the
potential to provide for a new high quality residential development of up to 172 homes, alongside the
delivery of community infrastructure in the form of a new public open space. The development of the
expanded site area will also safeguard the existing landscape character of the area beyond the site’s
boundaries through the retention and enhancement of the site’s existing landscape features to the
north. We also believe that there is a need for the Council to allocate additional housing land to ensure
that the full objectively assessed housing needs of the District can be delivered. This, along with site
specific matters, provides a strong argument for the release of our client’s expanded site area. In light
of the guidance provided in Paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2019, we consider the following: - • The Local
Plan is positively prepared in respect of the delivery of residential development at our client’s Bedale
Road, Aiskew site, as the delivery of homes from the site will contribute to meeting the evidenced
objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements of the District. • The Local Plan is
justified in respect of the Bedale Road, Aiskew site as compelling evidence has been provided to
demonstrate that the site’s allocation is an appropriate strategy for delivering new homes in this location
of the District, when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;
• The Local Plan is effective as the proposed housing numbers at the Bedale Road, Aiskew site are
entirely deliverable within the plan period; & • The Local Plan is consistent with national policy in respect
of the Bedale Road, Aiskew site as compelling evidence has been provided to demonstrate that the
proposed development will deliver sustainable development within the plan period.
Comment by

Mrs Caroline Bradley (1225737)

Comment ID

LPreg19-339
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Response Date

17/09/19 15:16

Consultation Point

AIB 1: Northeast of Ashgrove, Aiskew (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I don't think the continued sprawl along the Bedale road is appropriate - when the car and coach park
is built in Bedale this will free up brown field land in the town of Bedale for building on so that building
on more greenfield sites would not be required. The proposal is too far out of the town center so that
people will just drive motor vehicles into town and this will not further the governments policy of
sustainable transport, I am not convinced there is a need for these houses on this site, if housing is
needed it is in town nearer to facilities.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
use brown field sites in Bedale and Aiskew closer in to the town center to build houses on, and stop
building on greenfield sites located outside of town which encourage yet more car use
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1048

Response Date

17/09/19 10:36

Consultation Point

AIB 2: South of Lyngarth Farm, Bedale (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 - Gladman Reps Local Plan LPreg
19-888.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
7.1.1 Land South of Lyngarth Farm, South End, Bedale is proposed for allocation for 60 dwellings
(allocation reference AIB2) through the publication version of the Local Plan. The Site is located to the
south east of Bedale, with adjoining residential development to the west and North. Gladman wishes
to express support for this allocation and consider it to be a suitable and sustainable location for
development. Gladman is not the promotor of this Site but is promoting land to the south of this for
residential development. It should be made clear that the proposed allocation and omission sites are
separate and are not to be considered collectively. 7.1.2 Noting comments made in Section 4 of this
representation, Gladman consider that this Site should be extended southwards towards Welham
House and Southlands. This revised site boundary reflects better the characteristics and form of the
Site in relation to its surroundings. It is acknowledged that the boundary adopted by the Council provides
a continuation of the existing southern built up extent Bedale, however the character of this boundary
is imperceptible on the ground especially when viewed from public routes Gladman make separate
submissions relating to land to the south of this proposed allocation as an omission site in Section 8
below.[see LPreg19-904]
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1091
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04/09/19 16:16

Consultation Point

AIB 3: Bedale Car and Coach Park (View)
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Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

Historic England App B.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The site lies adjacent to the boundary of the Bedale Conservation Area and to the Curtilage of the
Grade II Listed St Gregory's House. The development of this area could also impact upon the
significance of these assets and potentially the setting of the Grade I Listed Church of St Gregory
Whilst this may be an existing allocation in the Adopted Allocations DPD that document pre dates the
NPPF by over two years. Consequently it is necessary to assess whether or not the allocation of this
site would be compatible with the current national policy guidance regarding the conservation of the
historic environment In order to demonstrate that the allocation of this area is not incompatible with
the requirement of the NPPF as part of the Evidence Base under pinning the Plan there needs to be
an assessment of what contribution this currently undeveloped area makes to those elements which
contributed to the significance of the adjacent Listed Buildings and Conservation Area and what effect
the loss of the site and its subsequent development as a carp park might have upon their significance
Before allocating this site AIB3 for development 1) An assessment needs to be undertaken of the
contribution which this site makes to those elements which contribute towards the significance of the
conservation area and nearby listed buildings and what impact the loss of this undeveloped site and
its subsequent development might have upon their significance 2) If its considered that the development
of this site would harm elements which contribute to their significance then the Plan needs to set out
the measures by which that harm might be removed or reduced 3) if at the end of the process it is
concluded that the development would still be likely to harm the elements which contribute to the
significance of the these assets then this site should not be allocated unless there are clear public
benefits that outweigh the harm (as is required by NPPF Paragraph 195 or 196)
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID
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AIB 3: Bedale Car and Coach Park (View)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The site lies adjacent to the boundary of the Bedale Conservation Area and to the curtilage of the
Grade II Listed St Gregory’s House. The development of this area could also impact upon the
significance of these assets and, potentially, the setting of the Grade I Listed Church of St Gregory.
Whilst this may be an existing allocation in the Adopted Allocations DPD, that document pre-dates the
NPPF by over two years. Consequently, it is necessary to assess whether or not the allocation of this
site would be compatible with the current national policy guidance regarding the conservation of the
historic environment. In order to demonstrate that the allocation of this area is not incompatible with
the requirements of the NPPF, as part of the Evidence Base underpinning the Plan there needs to be
an assessment of what contribution this currently-undeveloped area makes to those elements which
contribute to the significance of the adjacent Listed Buildings and Conservation Area and what effect
the loss of this site and its subsequent development as a car park might have upon their significance.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Before allocating this site AIB3 for development:-(1) An assessment needs to be undertaken of the
contribution which this site makes to those elements which contribute towards the significance of
the Conservation Area and nearby Listed Buildings and what impact the loss of this undeveloped
site and its subsequent development might have upon their significance.(2) If it is considered that
the development of this site would harm elements which contribute to their significance, then the Plan
needs to set out the measures by which that harm might be removed or reduced.(3) If, at the end of
the process, it is concluded that the development would still be likely to harm elements which contribute
to the significance of these assets, then this site should not be allocated unless there are clear public
benefits that outweigh the harm (as is required by NPPF, Paragraph 195 or 196).
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Bedale Estate (1227765)

Comment ID

LPreg19-716

Response Date

12/09/19 14:28

Consultation Point

AIB 3: Bedale Car and Coach Park (View)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Policy AIB 3: Bedale Car and Coach Park The Hambleton District Council Regulation 19 Local Plan
(‘Draft Local Plan’) proposes to allocate the land north of St Gregory’s Church, Bedale for a car and
coach park and associated facilities. The site, 3.3ha, is allocated for ‘approximately 200 car parking
spaced and 10 coach parking spaces, including electric vehicle charging points Policy AIB 3 sets out
the following requirements for the site including: [see attached] We recognise the status of the site
within the Adopted Hambleton LDF Allocations DPD (2010) as an allocated site for a Gateway Car
Park. Notwithstanding we have a number of concerns about this allocation. There are questions over
whether the requirements of policy AIB 3 can be delivered. For example, the elevation of the construction
of the roundabout means that potentially significant works are required to provide a development
platform and access. The Estate continues to have concerns over a number of matters. The delivery
of a car park on the edge of Bedale represents a unique opportunity for the town to strengthen and
support its overall ‘offer’ and to ensure its future attractively for visitors and its vitality as a town. Very
careful consideration needs to be given to what the scheme becomes, how it can encourage visitors
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to stop and travel on foot into the town and how it is delivered to ensure it benefits Bedale The estate
does not agree with the proposals to remove the town centre car parks. The overall level of short stay
car parking must be retained to ensure that local businesses are not impacted. We strongly question
whether a car park in isolation with basic picnicking and information facilities will be adequate to: (a)
encourage visitors to park there and walk or cycle into the town rather than continuing into the centre
for a more effortless place to park adjacent to the main facilities; and (b) ensure that visitors are mindful
of making a stop in Bedale in the first place rather than continue along the bypass. Furthermore, the
lack of any facilities such as toilets will further undermine the car park’s purpose for the town. In our
view, the sound approach to the site would be to ensure that there is a strategic focal point of interest
to attract visitors into the car park in the first instance, draw the car park site into the built fabric of the
town and focus upon ease of pedestrian movement and range and quality of attractions along the
route into the heart of Bedale. A focal point can take the form of a high quality gateway building or
range of buildings in a landscaped setting providing a selection of uses to complement the town centre
including community use, tourism or retail (to be explored further in tandem with HDC). Such building(s)
can successfully create a distinguished gateway feature for Bedale, thus announcing its presence as
a successful and charming market town. As the Council knows the Estate has been in discussion with
various commercial operators who have expressed an interest in the site including for a gin distillery
and visitor centre. Our discussions thus far have highlighted the significant potential the site offers to
create: A site that provides Bedale with an opportunity to announce itself to potential visitors that will
no longer pass through the centre of the town when using the proposed BALB Relief Road; A clear
relationship between the gateway car park and the town centre; An attractive and effective ‘Gateway’
that encourages people to stop and visit Bedale; A distinctive ‘Gateway Building’ set within an attractive
landscape setting; Architecture and landscape that draw from the local character to create a locally
distin-guishable sense of place that responds to and enhances its historic context; and, A natural
ease of pedestrian movement into the town, while also reinforcing the notion of being within the town
when walking from the new car park to the town centre. We hope to be able to progress this initial plan
further in due course through ongoing discussions with Officers at Hambleton District Council. We
cannot support the existing proposals as they are currently laid out in the Draft Local Plan. We do not
believe that the proposed approach is a suitable and appropriate strategy and it is therefore unsound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The car park allocation AIB 3 should include a range of ‘Gateway’ commercial and leisure uses which
would better support the town and ensure that the site can be adequately delivered.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
We wish to represent the site at examination to ensure that we can discuss our objections with officers
and the Inspector.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)
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(View)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This site adjoins the boundary of the Crakehall Conservation Area and its development could also
impact upon the significance of the Grade II listed Crakehall Water Mill to the south The heritage
background paper considers that the development of the southern portion of this site has the potential
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to harm elements which contribute to the significance of these assets and identifies an area at its
southern n end which it considered needs to be kept free of development in order to ensure that their
significance is not harmed whist we would broadly concur with this assessment and the need for the
southern part of the site to remain free from development because of the elevated nature of this site
compared to that of the heritage assets the extent of the underdeveloped are shown on the heritage
impact assessment is not considered to be of sufficient size to mitigate the harm new housing has
been constructed to the north west of the allocation site on Cringlefields and Moorfields development
of the allocation site should bot extend further south than the access road of Cringelields in the order
to maintain those elements of the allocation site which make a positive contribution to the setting of
the listed buildings and the conservation area In addition a further amendment is also necessary to
reflect the other mitigation measure put forward in the heritage Impact Assessment Amend the
Development Requirements for Site CRK1 as follows:- (a) Size and Allocated for: Reduce the size of
the developable area and the amount of houses that can be built to reflect the extent of the area
remaining after the area to the south of the access road to Cringlefields has been removed b) Design,
landscaping open space provision insert the following bullet-points:- “An area of open space shall be
provided at the southern end of this site to encompass the land lying to the to east of the access road
to Cringlefields and the northern boundary of the Conservation Area” “A landscape buffer shall be
provided along the southern side of the area of open space at the southern end of this site to reduce
the impact upon the Conservation Area and Listed Building”
Comment by

Mrs Margaret Finkill (1227366)

Comment ID

LPreg19-616

Response Date

12/09/19 14:35

Consultation Point

CRK 1: North of Crakehall Water Mill, Little Crakehall
(View)
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Email
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Files

2019-09-12 Finkill CRK1_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
These comments are made on behalf of the landowner of Site CRK 1 North of Crakehall Water Mill,
Little Crakehall. Comments on behalf of the landowner have been made throughout the Local Plan
process to date, including the submission of potential development options for the delivery of dwellings
on this site. We are supportive of the identification of this housing allocation at the proposed yield of
18 dwellings which is deliverable in the early part of the plan period. The site is deliverable and a wholly
logical extension Little Crakehall as an immediate extension to the recently completed Mulgrave
Properties development to the immediate west of the site. A developer is currently finalising a contractual
agreement and is keen to develop the site as soon as possible, indeed preparation of a planning
application is due to commence shortly. Allocation Site Area: It should be noted that the identified
allocation boundary does not all lie within our clients landownership. A southern strip of land was
transferred to a third party for the specific purposes of landscaping and this area of land has now been
landscaped. The title information identifying the southern strip of land is attached to this response.
This information was submitted to the Council in January 2017 as part of the Council’s Call for Sites
process. It is therefore requested that the site allocation is reduced to remove the southern portion of
the site (as identified on the attached title plan). This land is not required in order to deliver the yield
of 18 dwellings, and will form an appropriate and attractive landscaped area between the allocation
and existing development to the south. It is likely that a planning application at this site will be submitted
prior to the Examination of the Local Plan and will exclude the southern area. Further detail will therefore
be available to the Inspector at the Examination. Access and Highways: Vehicle, cycle and pedestrian
access will be taken from Cringlefields, the recently completed housing development to the immediate
west of the site. We recognise the desirability to extend and improve pedestrian links to the public right
of way at the south eastern corner of the site. Given the above comments in relation to land ownership
it should be recognised that this connection cannot be guaranteed. Whilst desirable, it is not considered
absolutely necessary, given the existing connections via Cringlefields. It is therefore requested that
additional wording ‘where possible’ is added to this development requirement.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
CRK 1 – North of Crakehall Water Mill, Little Crakehall:Reduce the red line area to remove the southern
strip of land outlined on the attached Title Plan NYK430754. Reduce site area accordingly.Add ‘where
possible’ to the Access and Highways development requirements, resulting in the following
reference.“Works are required to extend and improve pedestrian links where possible, including the
provision of connection to the public right of way that runs past the southeastern corner of the site.”
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Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-600

Response Date

03/09/19 10:32

Consultation Point

CRK 1: North of Crakehall Water Mill, Little Crakehall
(View)
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Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-594.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This site adjoins the boundary of the Crakehall Conservation Area and its development could also
impact upon the significance of the Grade II Listed Crakehall Water Mill to the south. The Heritage
Background Paper considers that the development of the southern portion of this site has the potential
to harm elements which contribute to the significance of these assets and identifies an area at its
southern end which it considers needs to be kept free of development in order to ensure that their
significance is not harmed Whilst we would broadly concur with this assessment and the need for the
southern part of the site to remain free from development, because of the elevated nature of this site
compared to that of the heritage assets, the extent of the undeveloped area shown on the Heritage
Impact Assessment is not considered to be of sufficient size to mitigate the harm. New housing has
been constructed to the north-west of the allocation site on Cringlefields and Moorfields. Development
of the allocation site should not extend further south than the access road of Cringlefields in order to
maintain those elements of the allocation site which make a positive contribution to the setting of the
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listed buildings and the conservation area. In addition, a further amendment is also necessary to reflect
the other mitigation measures put forward in the Heritage Impact Assessment.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Amend the Development Requirements for Site CRK1 as follows:-(a) Size and Allocated for: Reduce
the size of the developable area and the amount of houses that can be built to reflect the extent of the
area remaining after the area to the south of the access road to Cringlefields has been removed(b)
Design, landscaping open space provision insert the following bullet-points:- “An area of open space
shall be provided at the southern end of this site to encompass the land lying to the to east of the
access road to Cringlefields and the northern boundary of the Conservation Area”“A landscape buffer
shall be provided along the southern side of the area of open space at the southern end of this site to
reduce the impact upon the Conservation Area and Listed Building”

Comment by

Messrs T A Greensit & Sons (1054972)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1034

Response Date

17/09/19 10:18

Consultation Point

West Tanfield (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 Lister Haigh TA Greensit LPreg19-1033
1034.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Site ref. B/083/003 and B/170/008 were first submitted in a Call for Sites response in September 2015.
Part of site ref. B/083/003 was subsequently identified as a preferred allocation whilst B/170/008 was
not. However, in September – November 2017 the government held a consultation which aims to
standardise the methodology used by Local Planning Authorities (LPA) to assess their housing need.
This indicated that many of the northern LPAs had estimated a higher number of dwellings than
required, as assessed by the standard methodology. This resulted in Hambleton delaying their timetable
for the Local Plan whilst they produced their Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)
in 2018. Hambleton’s SHLAA re-assessed the housing numbers and significantly reduced the need
for new housing allocations based on its meeting its five-year housing supply on its existing
commitments. The result has been that our Client’s site B/083/003, amongst many others, is no longer
a proposed housing allocation. Our Client objects to their sites not being included as a proposed
allocation in the Publication Draft of the emerging Local Plan. Above we have set out why we consider
a wider spatial distribution strategy should have been the basis for allocating future locations for housing
within the Bedale sub area. Furthermore, we would like to emphasise the merits of allocating sites
B/083/003 and B/170/008 in the Local Plan in the following tables:[see attached submission for table]
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1093

Response Date

04/09/19 14:45

Consultation Point

WST 1: Bridge View, Back Lane West Tanfield (View)
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Processed
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Email
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Historic England App B.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The site lies opposite the boundary of the West Tanfield Conservation Area. We welcome the
Development Requirements relating to Heritage. These will help to ensure that any development on
this site conserves the elements which contribute to the significance of this area.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-601

Response Date

03/09/19 10:38

Consultation Point

WST 1: Bridge View, Back Lane West Tanfield (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-594.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The site lies opposite the boundary of the West Tanfield Conservation Area. We welcome the
Development Requirements relating to Heritage. These will help to ensure that any development on
this site conserves the elements which contribute to the significance of this area.
Comment by

Tanfield Lodge Estate ( - 1049685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1058

Response Date

17/09/19 11:14

Consultation Point

WST 1: Bridge View, Back Lane West Tanfield (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email
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0.7

Files

2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In Chapter 12 under the Bedale area, West Tanfield, WST1 Bridge View, Back Lane, is considered at
pages 219 to 220, indicating a size of 0.42 ha for the site, with the ability to deliver 11 homes. This
identifies that the site is Greenfield on the north-eastern edge of the village, with the Conservation
Area lying adjacent to the south of the site. A number of requirements are set out with regards to
access and highways, flood drainage and water management, biodiversity and landscaping and heritage
with regards to its proximity to a number of listed buildings and the West Tanfield Conservation Area.
It is considered that these matters can be dealt with through a Pre-Application Enquiry with the Council.
It is welcomed that there is no proposal to instigate a phasing requirement on the site, as it is available
to come forward immediately
Comment by

Tanfield Lodge Estate ( - 1049685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-989

Response Date

17/09/19 11:36

Consultation Point

WST 1: Bridge View, Back Lane West Tanfield (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 Carta Jonas Tanfield Lodge Estate
LPreg19-989 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In conclusion, it is considered that the publication Local Plan for the most part is a sound document,
identifying West Tanfield as a sustainable settlement within the hierarchy. We consider that a number
of detailed policies may be onerous, but welcome that the site at Back Lane, WST1 is identified for
residential development. We would make the point that the village may be able to accommodate a
greater level of development and would welcome discussion with the Council, particularly in view of
the scale of development being lower than other settlements within this level of the hierarchy and lower
than a number of settlements which are at a lower rung on the settlement hierarchy. Comments with
regards to the soundness of the policies are set out in the attached forms as required by planning
procedure.
Comment by

AW&AEBARKER (1225562)

Comment ID

LPreg19-268

Response Date

16/09/19 15:36

Consultation Point

Burneston (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 BUR1 LPreg269_redacted.pdf (1)
LPreg19-268 Site plan (showing relationship with
BUR1also)

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Whilst elsewhere the allocation BUR1 has been supported this representation is to propose that Site
B/021/001 should also be allocated for housing development with essentially the same development
criteria as Allocation BUR1. The sustainability appraisal assessments for the two sites have been
compared and the “objective scores” are the same. It is noted that there are minor differences in the
“prompt scores” as follows: i. In relation to Sustainability Assessment Objective 9 the allocated site
has a prompt score of amber for connectivity to the primary school. This proposed site has a prompt
score of green. ii. The allocation for Objective 10a, Conservation Area, grades green whilst for the site
proposed here is shown as amber. Looking at the boundary to the conservation area, in relation to
BUR1 and this site (B/021/001) it would seem that much of this new proposal site is further from the
Conservation Area boundary than the allocation. Having said that, we do not consider that development
of either, if carried out in accordance with the necessary guidelines, would have any adverse impact
on the setting of the Conservation Area. It is therefore considered that in terms of “sustainability of
development” objectives, there is no reason why this additional proposed site should not also be
allocated. At the previous stage of plan preparation it was suggested that the site should not be allocated
for two reasons. The first of these related to archaeological potential. However, it states, in effect, that
development would need to be preceded by appropriate investigations with development being
accompanied by a watching brief if necessary. The second reason given was that it was not considered
that there would be a “need” for the site to be brought forward. This conclusion would seemingly have
been reached on a basis of assessing proposed allocations against the minimum identified housing
requirements and indeed this is the approach taken in the publication draft. National advice in the
National Planning Policy Framework February 2019 makes it clear that such figures are minimum
numbers and that there is no reason why these should not be exceeded to assist in meeting overall
housing needs, particularly if there are specific requirements for particular housing types to be met. It
is acknowledged in the draft Plan that in Hambleton there is a low level of affordable housing supply
and that additional affordable housing is required. The allocation of this additional land would ensure
that Burneston is able to deliver an increased number of affordable housing. In general planning terms,
the addition of this site to Allocation BUR1 would more appropriately reflect the pattern of development
of the village as it has grown i.e. expansion eastwards of development along Bedale Road. Initial
development beyond the eastern Conservation boundary has perhaps been characteristic of the time
of its’ development but the opportunity could be taken here to re-introduce layouts and design of
residential schemes which will be able to play a significant role in consolidating the character of
Burneston, indeed enhancing the setting of the Conservation Area and re-establishing the historic
form of the village There are no apparent technical reasons to preclude the additional allocation of this
site and the increase in housing numbers will not have a significant impact on the overall strategy but
would reinforce the objectives underpinning the allocation of BUR1.
Supporting documents
If you would like you can support your representation with supporting documents. Please provide a description
for any documents you upload and clearly reference them in your representation statement above.
If you want to refer to a publication that is available elsewhere or that is subject to copyright that you do not
control please provide a link to a website where it is available or give a full reference (including author(s),
full title and date of publication) in your comment.
By submitting a supporting document you give permission for the council to use it for the purposes of drawing
up planning policy for Hambleton and to reproduce the document for such purposes.
Please note: There is no limit to the size of documents that can be uploaded but please only upload relevant
documents and consider the use of extracts for long documents.
To upload more than one document first select your first document and upload it, then save your comment
using the 'Save as draft' button at the bottom of the page. You can then select another document to upload.
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Please be aware that documents that are uploaded will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please
take care to make sure that no personal information such as email or postal addresses is included.
LPreg19-268 Site plan (showing relationship with
BUR1also)
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The allocation of the land outlined in red on the accompanying plan for housing consistent with allocation
BUR1
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1094

Response Date

04/09/19 14:55

Consultation Point

BUR 1: St Lamberts Drive, Burneston (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

Historic England App B.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The site lies opposite the boundary of the Burneston Conservation Area and close to the Grade II
Listed Burneston Hall. We welcome the Development Requirements relating to Heritage. These will
help to ensure that any development on this site conserves the elements which contribute to the
significance of these assets.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)

Comment ID

LPreg19-603

Response Date

02/09/19 10:40

Consultation Point

BUR 1: St Lamberts Drive, Burneston (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-03 Historic England LPreg19-594.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The site lies opposite the boundary of the Burneston Conservation Area and close to the Grade II
Listed Burneston Hall. We welcome the Development Requirements relating to Heritage. These will
help to ensure that any development on this site conserves the elements which contribute to the
significance of these assets.
Comment by

AW&AEBARKER (1225562)

Comment ID

LPreg19-269

Response Date

16/09/19 15:38

Consultation Point

BUR 1: St Lamberts Drive, Burneston (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 BUR1 site plan LPreg269.pdf
2019-09-17 BUR1 LPreg269_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This representation is submitted is support of allocation BUR1. It is considered that this allocation is
appropriate in the context of the strategy set out by the spatial strategy in the publication plan and will
contribute to both sustainable pattern of development and maintaining the community of Burneston.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs Stead (1226841)

Comment ID

LPreg19-523

Response Date

17/09/19 16:44

Consultation Point

Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 Margaret Stead
Lpreg19-523_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
We feel there is no need for any additional development at Leeming Bar. If this was permitted it would
alter the village character, have a detrimental impact on tourism, increase noise and light pollution and
possibly mean existing businesses would close. There would inevitably be a devaluation of adjoining
properties. There are currently problems with overnight lorries parking and having no toilet facilities.
Hambleton District Council cannot maintain the roads on the current industrial site where the general
public drive to use the recycling centre and there are vacant sites at that location. A large proportion
of workers come from out of the area living in Darlington/Teesside where property prices are far more
affordable so there is no additional requirement for housing. Any extra housing in Leeming Bar has a
detrimental effect on the adjoining villages, ie extra traffic, capabilities of the sewerage system. Currently
the Doctors/Dentists cannot cope although the Doctors have applied to extend their current premises
in Bedale which will have a knock on effect of additional traffic on Firby Road! There should be no
more housing in the Bedale/Aiskew/Leeming Bar area to what has already been approved. There are
no decent size supermarkets and currently people travel to Boroughbridge/Catterick and some even
to Darlington to avoid grid locked Northallerton. Public transport is also a major factor for rural villages
in North Yorkshire.
Comment by

Dave & Margaret Elliman (1226486)

Comment ID

LPreg19-401

Response Date

02/09/19 16:07

Consultation Point

Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-02 - Dave

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Re the Hambleton Local Plan concerning Leeming Bar and further developments of factory units. Since
the new bypass the large lorries that used to speed down Low Street has become a thing of the past
and the area has become a safer environment for youngsters and adults alike.It should be noted that
since the new bypass more younger families have moved in to the area and therefore noise and
pollution would be detrimental to health. Not being able to walk freely in the area would also cause
concerns for parents and not allow children the right to enjoy the benefits of the views and scenery
that are available at this time. What about speed and speed restrictions will these be reviewed and
policed to ensure the safety of residents? I am sure that the people who visit the local family run
Caravan Park bring welcome revenue to the area, however who would want to visit a caravan park
that was sited near to a industrial factory site. There are still empty sites on the original industrial site
so why are these not being utilised? Where will the entrances and exits to the site be located and what
will constitute the working hours, will it it be 24 hour? This in itself means that noise would be detrimental
to the sleep pattern of numerous people as we are all aware that noise travels. I trust that the views
of the people that live in the vicinity of the proposed site will be taken in to consideration.
Comment by

Mr Stuart Wilson (1225251)

Comment ID

LPreg19-235

Response Date

13/09/19 15:51

Consultation Point

Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 98

Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Land between 39& 41 Northallerton Road Leeming Bar I have read through the sustainability appraisal
for the above land and I have some concerns and would like to know if this report could be amended.
Item 3. It states limited access to footpaths and public transport. There is a footpath from the village
centre to the Council Depot which is past the field. There is also a good public transport system with
buses every 30 minutes to Bedale /Northallerton and further afield. Item 7. It states the field is in a
flood zone or subject to surface water flooding. We have owned this land for over 100 years and I
never known it to flood yet. Item 9. It states it has poor access to facilities. There is a primary school
within 4 minutes walk, also there is the Co-op convenience store in the village centre and the old church
is also used as a village hall. As for the access to a Secondary School and Doctors, as stated above
there is good public transport and school buses. Other public facilities in the centre include 2 Public
houses, Café, Garage and Play Park. On the Industrial Estate there is a gym a soft play area and 2
day time nurseries. The distances from our site to the facilities in the centre of the village as identified
on the sustainability appraisal are incorrect and when measured on the ground are approximately half
the distance. RAF Leeming Noise This noise zone was installed when there were 3 squadrons of twin
engine Tornadoes based at Leeming they left in April 2008 and have since been disbanded. At present
there is a squadron of Hawks, a single engine aircraft based at Leeming which create nowhere near
the noise of a Tornado The flying hours at Leeming are 8am to 6pm Monday to Thursday, 8am to 5pm
on Friday, the aircraft based at Leeming fly mostly out of the area. they do not fly at night/ weekends
or any public holidays. Our sound assessment was taken over the whole site over a 2 day period, the
report stated that adequate insulation could be installed to mitigate any excess noise. This site was
identified as a preferred site because it was infill between existing properties to the west and the council
depot to the east. I believe that a smaller estate of approximately 33 on an infill site would be more
appropriate to Leeming Bar than large scale developments extending the village boundaries.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
I would appreciate the chance to hear what is discussed and the outcome
Comment by

Mrs Sue Mawston (1225178)

Comment ID

LPreg19-233

Response Date

13/09/19 14:45

Consultation Point

Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web
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Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Not Sound I wish to raise my concerns about the new draft Hambleton Local Plan which has now
invited representations to be made, that will be sent to an independent planning inspector. I refer to a
field in Leeming Bar reference number B004/014 - B004001 (Land known as 39-41 Northallerton Road)
that was identified as a preferred site for housing development and included in the Preferred Options
Consultation Part 2 Bedale Sub Area dated 31 October 2016. After public consultation the land had
initially been included in the New Draft Local Plan as a preferred site for housing development, but it
has since been withdrawn. The conclusion on the consultation document was as follows: " The site is
grade 2 agricultural land however the site adjoins the existing built form to the west and would form
an infill site between the existing residential land to the west and the council depot to the east. Careful
design and landscaping will be needed to reduce the potential impact of the use of the neighbouring
depot and railway line on new users and also impact of new residents on the operation of the depot
and railway line. The site has an acceptable access and footpath connecting the site to the centre of
Leeming Bar and its facilities. Subject to the ability to address surface water flooding the site is
appropriate for development. Preferred site." Housing development is well suited for Leeming Bar as
the village has many facilities for sustainability. It has good transport links to Northallerton, Bedale and
the A1 (the field being adjacent to the A684). The village also has many employment possibilities
derived from the ever-expanding industrial estate. Facilities in the village include grocery store and
other shops, primary school, frequent bus route, Wensleydale Railways Station, garage, children’s
playground, two public houses, hotels and café. The field itself is “infill” and there are no highways
issues. It is contiguous with the A684. There are no impediments to a sale for housing and developers
have been found and terms of sale have been agreed As the land was a Preferred Option, a lot of
time and money has been spent in finding developers. The land has since been conditionally sold to
Developers subject to appropriate planning permission. A pre app by the developers was submitted
but received a negative response due to a noise restriction relating to the Tornadoes aircraft being
stationed at RAF Leeming. However, this restriction is now considerably out of date as it was
implemented over 20 years ago and the Tornadoes are no longer stationed at the base. The restriction
on development via the Noise zones apparently remains, just in case the Tornadoes come back, so
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is derived on a "worst case" scenario based on something that may never happen. Being a line on a
map means there is an arbitrary element to it. The field is actually adjacent to the line and there should
be some discretion in the interpretation. We are extremely concerned that the land was initially included
following public consultation and has now been withdrawn without justifiable reason when other land
in the area overlaps or is very close to the noise restriction zone. Contact has been made with the
MOD about a possible review of the noise restriction zone but a response is not expected to be received
until after the closing date for comments.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
to include a specific area of land for development.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To explore the development sites for Leeming Bar
Comment by

Mr & Mrs GW & JA Partridge (1223400)

Comment ID

LPreg19-92

Response Date

16/08/19 16:02

Consultation Point

Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-08-16 - GW Partridge_redacted
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
With reference to the above proposals for Leeming Bar we would like to bring the following to your
attention. In the first instance our concerns are for the extra mass of vehicular access to the road
network within the village. It appears obvious that the workforce that will attend the proposed site will
use the local shops/garages/cafes adding to the already congested roads which also have a retirement
and care home and 2 schools using them. The original area of 20.65Ha was excessive as it overlooks
a housing estate. The new higher figure of 30Ha is appalling – the council needs 34.7Ha for the whole
of Hambleton! Have the council not realised that the National Lottery has given £368000 to the Leeming
Station House project to bring education and community together and to aid the tourism status of the
area – something we are keen to apply to the village. This area of Aiskew Moor also has surface water
flooding, not a problem on rough ground – but surely industrialisation of this area will push the flooding
further into the village boundaries causing problems here? And to the future – already the existing
industrial area has problems with LGV drivers using the site as an open toilet – does the council really
believe that MORE industry will alleviate this, already the existing site is run down, scruffy and littered,
the new one, however dressed with trees and green areas, is STILL an industrial estate. We have one
– we don’t need another. Your faithfully; GW Partridge J A Partridge
Comment by

Scruton Parish Council (Mr R C Barron - 1026790)

Comment ID

LPreg19-988

Response Date

17/09/19 11:07

Consultation Point

Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7
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Files

2019-09-17 Scuton Parish Council LPreg19-988.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Scruton Parish Council expresses its concern in relation to the land in Leeming Bar, which is earmarked
for ‘development for future employment.’ This land is situated to the South West of Scruton village and
therefore any smells or pollution resulting from any new industry on the proposed site would be carried
by the prevailing wind directly towards Scruton. This is obviously a matter of concern to SPC and all
its populace. It is only since the completion of the Bedale bypass and the A1 upgrade that residents
of our village can once again dry washing outside, leave windows open and sit in the garden without
being covered in the dust or soil pollution resultant from those two schemes. SPC acknowledges that
if HDC is tasked to provide a certain number of acres of land for housing / employment development,
THEN IT HAS TO FIND THEM and, that an organisation as professional as HDC will have done all
the checks and investigations consistent with a proposal of this nature. As stated above, there is real
anxiety for the future wellbeing of our village if this proposal takes effect but there are also more general
and less specific concerns relating to this proposal. The first is the number of individual residences
that will be adversely affected. SPC is aware that individual objections on the grounds of personal
disadvantage are in effect ‘null and void’ and find the short cut to the waste paper bin, but the NUMBER
of people affected must surely come into consideration? To apply the same decision making criteria
to a proposal affecting eight people as to one affecting eight hundred would be pure sophistry. SPC
cannot attempt to put a number on the people disadvantaged by this particular plan, but believes it
will be a considerable number. All the properties on the North end of Low Street, and all the properties
in the cul de sacs that run there- off will be adversely affected. Indeed the Employment Land Review,
in 2016, (section 10.21, page 106) opined that land adjacent to this site this site was unsuited for
employment use because of its residential setting. If this proposal does come to fruition, it will have
no benefit whatsoever to the people of Leeming Bar. Unemployment within the village is at a very low
level and any extra job vacancies will, almost certainly, be taken up by from people from outside the
area. So there will be no silver lining whatsoever to this particular cloud of personal trauma. There will
also be suffering within the business community. In particular, Pembroke Caravan Site must surely
suffer an almost terminal decline in customers. It is already flanked by industry on the West side (which
has recently expanded significantly) and by more industry to the South East. The fruition of this proposal
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would result in the site being surrounded on almost every side, and the only tiny area of relief, which
is on the Northern boundary, has heavy industrial traffic running past it on the new Bypass! In essence,
SPC feels that to subject so many households to the financial loss and emotional distress which is the
inevitable consequence of this scheme going ahead, with so little gain or benefit to the village and its
inhabitants accruing from it, seems quite disproportionate. Furthermore, it does stretch credibility to
believe that within the vast acreage governed by HDC there is not a single site where a scheme like
this could be completed which would yield similar benefit to this one, but without causing so much
upset to so many people? The second point is slightly broader and less directly concerned with the
details and precise effect this proposed scheme would have. It basically relates to the sorry state
Leeming Bar finds itself in at this present moment.Put simply, it has surely reached saturation point in
respect of intrusion and impositions it has had forced upon it In recent years it has had to suffer:- The
expansion of the original industrial estate. The creation of an annexe to the industrial estate (almost
doubling it in size). The creation of a new bypass resulting in Bedale / Northallerton traffic now traversing
the village both through the centre and past it to the North. A new motorway service station situated
less than a mile from the village, which hundreds of heavy duty wagons travel to and from at all times,
causing noise and disturbance to villagers every hour of every day of every week. The nuisance and
congestion caused by many heavy goods vehicles parking on the roads just outside the village, they
having first visited the aforementioned service station. The anti social effects resulting from the often
disgusting habits and actions of the drivers who sleep in those vehicles overnight. Can it really be
necessary to superimpose yet another detriment on this already suffering village? In summary, a very
considerable number of households will suffer serious levels of financial loss and emotional distress,
with no compensatory upside at all, and all this will be inflicted on a society that has already had more
than its fair share of imposition. HDC will have done all the requisite investigations, and cost / benefit
analysis in its usual fastidious manner, and it will have very good reasons for progressing this particular
site. Is it just possible though that the single minded focus has been on the facts and figures resultant
from the scheme, and that wider issues such as those outlined above have been somewhat overlooked?
It would take less than one hour for the Planning Officer in charge of sourcing sites to revisit Leeming
Bar, take one final look, not just at the site but at the effect this scheme would have on the village as
a whole. Maybe a visit to Pembroke Caravan site could be included? If the above did come about and
the proposal went ahead anyway, then the total downside to HDC would be the aforementioned one
hour. But for the affected residents it would mean that their concerns had been properly listened to
and treated seriously, and that would count for a lot.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client fully supports the identification of the site as a proposed housing allocation within the
Publication Draft Local Plan.There has been no change in circumstances since we wrote to Hambleton
District Council by letters dated 9th December 2016; 24th February 2017 and 15th March 2018. The
site still remains a truly deliverable residential development site. The previous representations and
evidence we submitted to the Council to support the allocation of the site can of course be provided
on request again. Whilst we do not wish to repeat the content of these letters here, we do consider it
prudent to remind the Council of the representations that we previously put forward for their
consideration. Site Ref. LEB1 – Representations Summary • We fully support the proposed allocation
of the site by the Council • Though the site has a proposed quantum of 85 homes, we believe that the
site can deliver up to 100 homes dependent on housing mix. • The site will provide the opportunity to
help meet the District’s current and future housing needs. • The proposals will deliver a development
which respects the character of the surrounding area whilst seeking to incorporate 21st century designs
to provide a high quality residential development where people will want to live. • The indicative
development proposals provide new areas of public open space in locations which can enhance existing
open space within the vicinity of the site. • The indicative development proposals seek to retain existing
areas of arboricultural importance. • The indicative development proposals have been designed to
safeguard the surrounding landscape area of the site and mitigate any potential impact through
increasing boundary landscaping. • Land to the rear of Harkness Drive, Leeming Bar represents a
deliverable residential development site. • The development proposals are situated in a suitable and
highly sustainable location. • The site is available now as it is under the control of Shepherd Homes
who are actively seeking to secure the site’s allocation for residential development. • The site can also
be considered achievable as new homes can be delivered on the site within the next 5 years and
indeed within the first five years of the Local Plan. • There are no technical or environmental (built and
natural) constraints that would preclude the development of the site. Our proposals have the potential
to provide for a new high quality residential development of 100 homes, alongside the delivery of
community infrastructure in the form of a new public open space. The site is located adjacent to the
south of the settlement and is largely enclosed by existing landscape features. The development of
the site will safeguard the existing landscape character of the area beyond the site’s boundaries through
the retention and enhancement of the site’s existing landscape features. The development proposals
are situated in a suitable and highly sustainable location in respect of connectivity to existing jobs and
services at Leeming Bar. Importantly, there are no technical or environmental (built and natural)
constraints that would preclude the development of the site. Our previously submitted representations
demonstrate the site’s deliverability for residential development in accordance with national planning
guidance. In doing so the representations referred to the following documents: • Site Location Plan •
Indicative Masterplan – PRA Architects[see attached] • Landscape & Visual Appraisal – FPCR •
Transport Note – Local Transport Projects • Flood Risk & Drainage Statement – ID Civils • Deliverability
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& Sustainability Report – PB Planning Shepherd Homes submitted a pre-application request to the
Council in March 2016. A meeting was held to discuss the proposed development of the site in detail
on the 26th April 2016. In response to the issues discussed through the pre-application process
Shepherd Homes instructed the technical evidence base documents listed above in order to demonstrate
that there are no issues that would preclude the development of the site. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
The Harkness Drive, Leeming Bar site comprises a 3.4 hectare field located immediately adjacent to
the built up area of Leeming Bar. The site is surrounded by existing residential development located
to the North and East, whilst also having strong defensible landscape boundaries to the South and
West. Vehicular access to the site is proposed from Harkness Drive. The proposals seek to deliver a
residential development of up to 100 new homes (at a density of 30dph), public open space and
associated infrastructure. The vision of the proposals is to deliver a development which respects the
character of the surrounding area whilst seeking to provide a high quality residential development
where people will want to live. The new homes on the site will be designed and delivered within a
sensitively master-planned scheme.The development proposals will seek to provide a highly permeable
and legible structure. Enclosed with this letter is an Indicative Masterplan, which identifies the key
characteristics of the development proposals. The Indicative Masterplan identifies the following key
elements: - • A size, layout and configuration capable of supporting a sustainable housing scheme of
100 homes providing the ability to meet a range of housing needs. • Appropriate vehicular access can
be taken from Harkness Drive, with new proposed pedestrian and cycle connections to existing areas
of open space and Freemans Way to the East of the site. • The provision of two areas of on-site open
space which will enhance connectivity and usability of the existing greenspaces of the settlement. •
Usually open space is sought to be positioned in a central area of the site, however, on this occasion
it is been considered more appropriate to enlarge and enhance the existing area of open space located
adjacent to the site’s Eastern boundary within the development proposals. Not only will this increase
the usability of this area of open space, but the proposals will also seek to frame the space better by
fronting new dwellings onto it. • A further area of public open space is proposed on the site’s
South-Eastern corner in order to provide integration between the site and the adjacent existing residential
properties, whilst also providing sufficient spacing for existing trees. • Retention of areas of arboricultural
value located within the site, where possible, and their enhancement along the site’s boundaries to
provide long-term defensible boundaries. • Delivery of additional boundary landscape screening which
will deliver improvements to views onto the settlement from the South and West, whilst also screening
prospective residents from visual and noise amenity implications associated with the A1. • Suitable
separation distances are also proposed between existing properties and those proposed within the
development. On account of the above, we consider that the Indicative Masterplan demonstrates that
the proposed development of the site could achieve a high standard of design that protects and
enhances the local area’s setting and character. We believe that the site can be considered a logical
extension to the settlement area of Leeming Bar, with the site being largely enclosed on all sides and
also due to the location of the A1 further to the West of the site. It is considered that other potential
housing sites in the settlement would not benefit from similar defensible boundaries and would have
more of an impact on the countryside. The Indicative Masterplan identifies the concept of providing a
long-term defensible boundary along the site’s Western and Southern boundaries through the
enhancement of existing landscape vegetation at the site. This will create a suitable transition between
the open countryside and new development. The development will deliver a full range of housing, from
starter homes through to larger family homes, creating a balanced community in terms of age and
other demographic factors. PRESERVING THE LANDSCAPE CHARACTER OF THE SURROUNDING
AREA FPCR have undertaken a detailed Landscape and Visual Assessment of the development site,
which was supported by information collected through a desk study of maps, plans and documents,
followed by a field survey. This document has previously been submitted to the Council. From this
detailed analysis of local landscape character a number of conclusions have been drawn, as follows:
- • The site and adjoining landscape falls within the regional character type “Settled Vale Farmland”
and local character area “Leeming Corridor”. The site is not covered by any landscape quality
designation. • The site is situated off Harkness drive. The local landscape character is much influenced
by the presence of the A1 (motorway) and its elevated landform set against the local topography which
is flat in all directions.The majority of the site lies at around 30-35m AOD. • Existing residential properties
are located to the site’s Northern and Eastern edges. These, along with few on Bedale Road are the
only properties likely to be effected. The wider landscape includes settlement, lanes, main roads,
agricultural land with farmhouses, and public footpaths. • The land within the site is currently not used,
formally. There are hedgerows situated along its boundaries, which are in good condition. • The site
is walked informally. • Vegetation cover in the wider and local landscape includes further hedgerows
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with trees which occur alongside roads, lanes, footpaths, as field boundaries and further vegetation
within domestic gardens. • The public footpaths and bridleway network is limited in the immediate
vicinity of the site. FPCR’s assessment also undertook a visual analysis which identified that the
interaction of urban fabric, vegetation and topography determines the potential for views to the site.
Key representative viewpoints were selected to explore the potential visibility of the development.
Receptors encompass residents, users of rights of way and views from highways. In overall terms,
the first two categories are generally of higher sensitivity than the latter two, although the context of
individual receptors can have a bearing on their sensitivity. The key findings of this analysis are
summarised below: - • A combination of existing vegetation cover at the site’s boundaries to the South
and West, localised topography, the elevated A1 to the West and the existing settlement to the North
and East limit the availability of long distance views of the site. Consequently, there are relatively few
significant views of the site available beyond the immediate perimeter. • A range of views are
experienced from the public rights of way which are situated to the North of the site, effects vary
dependant on distance. Other more distant views are limited by localised topography and vegetation
to the edges of the site. Further views from the South are limited to occasional farmhouses within this
open landscape. • The A1 motorway to the West offers users no views due to the highways fencing
and barriers. • No other public vantage points are available to the West of the site. • Braithwaites (plant)
Nursery is situated between the site and the A1 and may offer some views of the site to people at
work. • Views of the site from nearby properties include from the site’s direct Northern (Harkness Drive
and Harkness Close), the North-East (Grange Avenue) and the East (Freemans Way). Only these
properties which directly overlook the site are likely to have any significant views towards the
development. Analysis of local landscape character and visual resources has informed the design
principles for the proposed development and the provision of a proposed Green Infrastructure framework.
Considerations which have formed an important part of the projects design are outlined as follows: • Built development proposed for within the Site would potentially be seen from a limited amount of
locations surrounding the Site. Properties which abut the Site’s northern and eastern edges will have
direct views across the development Site. Consideration should be given to avoiding siting new buildings
directly to the edge of the Site. This has been taken into account in the Indicative Masterplan. • Care
will be required in the treatment of the interface with existing residential properties by the northern and
eastern edges of the site. To ensure a satisfactory transition between the Site’s edges and the wider
landscape, a wide landscape buffer free from built development. This will include longer rear gardens
and additional landscaping where feasible. • Care will be required in the treatment of the interface with
existing residential properties by the Northern and Eastern edges of the site. To ensure a satisfactory
transition between the Site’s edges and the wider landscape, a wide landscape buffer free from built
development should be considered. This will include longer rear gardens and additional landscaping
where feasible. The dwellings to the northern edge abut the rear gardens of the houses on Harkness
Close, the length of the proposed rear gardens have been extended and new screen planting could
be provided along the boundary if desired. The Eastern boundary largely comprises of dwelling
frontages, with rear serviced parking/garaging, to overlook the areas of public open space in the
interests of streetscape and passive surveillance. It is also noted that the existing off-site play area to
the North-East has limited surveillance as the surrounding dwellings back onto this area.The introduction
of additional POS to combine with the existing and the new dwelling frontages improves the overall
setting of the POS. The Southern and Western boundaries have existing trees and hedges running
along the boundaries. The introduction of potential infill planting to take up any gaps will soften the
edge of the development. It has been decided not to front dwellings onto these boundaries, as the
vegetation will screen any rear garden clutter, and the current siting of the dwellings presents an
appropriate internal streetscape. • All existing Site landscaping should be retained except where
necessary to accommodate movement and access. This should include for the opportunity to enhance
these features, increasing overall Site biodiversity. This would provide the opportunity to create
landscaped areas using local native species further adding to the creation of a robust landscaped
edge to the Leeming Bar settlement. The Indicative Masterplan seeks to retain the site’s natural assets
and provided the potential to deliver enhancements where possible. • The proposal should include a
range of habitats to supplement the existing retained hedgerows. These would include utilising locally
occurring native tree and shrubs as well as species rich grassland meadow. The envisaged Green
Infrastructure would be beneficial for nature conservation. The Indicative Masterplan seeks to retain
the site’s natural assets and provided the potential to deliver enhancements where possible. • No
public footpaths or official access routes currently cross the site. Where feasible connections can be
made linking the Site to the existing settlement and the leisure/ play facilities situated offsite to the
northeast. These facilities are within the required walking distances from all proposed properties. There
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is currently limited surveillance for this play area which the proposed development could address with
the use of properties which face this open space area. Whilst third party land to the East is outside of
the developments control, the Indicative Masterplan indicates two new footpath links up to the Eastern
boundary, in the interests of permeability to the Southern area of the village. The Northern footpath
link has the potential, subject to agreement, to cross the existing play area to link Harkness Drive,
through the development to Freemans Way. The Southern footpath link could also provide a link from
the development up to Harkness Drive and across to Freemans Way. As identified above, the
introduction of additional POS to combine with the existing and the new dwelling frontages onto the
existing North-East area of POS improves the overall setting of the POS. FPCR’s Landscape and
Visual Assessment concludes that each of their design and mitigation recommendations have been
taken into account by the Indicative Masterplan of the development proposals. Accordingly, the site’s
development will preserve the landscape character of the surrounding area. DELIVERING A
SUSTAINABLE & ACCESSIBLE DEVELOPMENT A Transport Note has previously been prepared
by Local Transport Projects to assess the impact of the site on the local highway network. The Technical
Note identified that the proposed development site is accessible by sustainable modes of transport,
with a number of key local amenities within a reasonable walking and cycling distance. Aiskew, Leeming
Bar CE Primary School is located within a 350m walk of the site; the main services and facilities of
Leeming Bar are located within a 400m walk of the site; and a number of employment opportunities
at Leeming Bar Industrial Estate available within a 1km walk. There are also a number of shopping,
leisure and education facilities located on Bedale Road and in Bedale, approximately 4km cycle ride
to the West of the site. Finally, there are bus stops on both sides of the A684 to the West of the
Harkness Drive junction, within an approximately 200m walk of the site. The Technical Note assessed
the likely transport impact of a potential residential development of up to 100 dwellings located to the
South of Harkness Drive in Leeming Bar. NYCC Highways provided comments on the potential
development as part of a pre-application enquiry and the Technical Note addressed each of the
comments raised. In order to assess the ability of the A684/Harkness Drive junction to accommodate
the traffic associated with the potential residential development, a junction capacity assessment has
been undertaken using PICADY modelling software. The results of the assessment indicate that there
would continue to be significant levels of reserve capacity at the junction with the proposed development
in place. A vehicle speed survey was also undertaken on the A684 in the vicinity of the Harkness Drive
junction in order to determine existing vehicle speeds and derive the appropriate visibility splay
requirements for the junction. Based on MfS guidance for the measured speeds, visibility splays of
2.4m x 49m and 2.4m x 46m respectively are required at the A684/Harkness Drive junction. These
splays are achievable in both directions, with measured visibility found to be well in excess of MfS
requirements. Harkness Drive is approximately 100m in length and has a consistent carriageway width
of 5.6m throughout. This width is suitable to facilitate the passing of two goods vehicles and meets
the minimum requirement for a ‘Major Access Road’ within the NYCC Residential Design Guide. It is
therefore considered that Harkness Drive represents a suitable site access route and can accommodate
the additional traffic associated with the potential residential development. Footways of approximately
1.7m in width are provided on both sides of Harkness Drive and connect with other existing footway
provision on both sides of the A684. The Technical Note identifies that Harkness Drive represents a
suitable site access route and is appropriate to accommodate the additional traffic associated with the
proposed development. Overall, in terms of transport and access, there are no issues that would
preclude the site from being allocated for residential use. DELIVERING SUSTAINABLE DRAINAGE
INFRASTRUCTURE A Flood Risk & Drainage Statement prepared by ID Civils, was previously submitted
to the Council and identified a proposed drainage strategy for the development of the site. The report
identified that the highways within site will be offered for adoption under a section 38 agreement with
the highway authority (North Yorkshire County Council) and the foul and surface water sewerage
networks will be adopted by Yorkshire Water via a section 104 agreement. A pre-planning enquiry has
been submitted to Yorkshire Water to ascertain points of connection to the public sewerage network.
With regards to foul water Yorkshire Water have confirmed that foul water flows from the development
can be discharged to the 150mm diameter combined sewer within Freemans Way to the East of the
site. A review of LiDAR ground levels indicates that a foul water pump station will be required to make
this connection. In respect of surface water, in accordance with relevant guidance and policy, the
surface water drainage strategy has considered the sustainable drainage hierarchy. The ability of the
site to support the particular elements of the sustainable drainage hierarchy were identified as follows:
- • Discharge to infiltration drainage/soakaway: The ability of any development to discharge to infiltration
drainage is wholly reliant on the ground conditions across the site. There has been no infiltration testing
carried out at this stage, however, BGS borehole records indicate that groundwater on the site will be

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 108

shallow thus infiltration drainage will not be usable on the site. • Discharge to Watercourse: An unnamed
tributary of the Baydale Beck is located on the Southern boundary of the site and surface water runoff
from the site should be discharged to this location. The report identifies that the site is currently
undeveloped and flows to the watercourse should be restricted to the existing, greenfield, rate which
has been estimated to be 4.82 litres/second based on a site area of 3ha (i.e. the site area of 3.3ha
less a provision of 10% for open space). The NPPF and subsequent climate change guidance require
allowances to be included on surface water drainage designs with allowances of 20% and 40%
considered. For this site, there are no properties immediately downstream of the site that would be
affected by flooding on the tributary of the Bedale Beck or on the Bedale Beck itself, thus, an allowance
of 20% is considered to be appropriate. On the assumption that 1.65ha of the site will be hard-paved
areas following development (i.e. an impermeable fraction of 55%) and a discharge restriction of 5
litres/second it has been estimated that circa 1,280m3 of surface water storage will be needed to
attenuate flows from the 1 in 100-year storm including a 20% climate change and 10% urban creep
allowance. It is recommended that the surface water storage is provided by a dry basin, or below
ground in oversized pipes or a tank, as these are features that can be designed to be adopted by
Yorkshire Water. With regard to the impact of development on residual risk of flooding, the Flood Risk
Strategy for the site was prepared in accordance Environment Agency, Yorkshire Water and North
Yorkshire County Council guidance. The site lies within Flood Zone 1 and there are no other significant
sources of flood risk at the site. In conclusion, the report summarises the main drainage and flood risk
issues associated with the site. Which are identified in the table below: - Overall, in terms of flood risk
and drainage, there are no issues that would preclude the site from being allocated for residential use.
DELIVERABILITY ASSESSMENT In accordance with the definition provided within Annex 2 of the
NPPF 2018, we believe that the site can be considered as a Deliverable residential development site
on account of:- Suitability The site is located in a suitable location for residential development now.
As identified above, a sustainable development can be delivered at the site with pedestrian and cycle
access to existing services, facilities and public transport. A suitable access can be provided from
existing highways and there are no technical constraints which would preclude the development of
the site for residential use. A sympathetic layout can also be delivered which reflects the character of
the area. Availability The site is available for development now. The site is available for residential
development as there are no legal or ownership constraints as Shepherd Homes have an interest in
the site and by virtue of this submission are expressing an intention to develop the site for residential
use. Achievability A viable housing development can be delivered on the site within the next 5 years.
Shepherd Homes are seeking to develop the site for residential use. Prior to the progression of
development sites they undertake a thorough marketing and economic viability assessment for each
site, including an assessment of any site specific abnormal costs.The site is considered to be achievable
for residential development now as there is a realistic prospect that the site can deliver new homes
within the next 5 years. Deliverability Conclusion Shepherd Homes’ development proposal represents
a deliverable and viable development opportunity to provide an important proportion of the District’s
housing needs. We believe it is important that the Council places great weight towards the economic
and social benefits that the delivery of up to 100 homes and the associated community infrastructure
can provide to the District, which includes: - • £14m Construction Investment to the area; • £19m
Economic output over the 4-year build period; • Creation of 48 direct & 66 indirect employment
opportunities; • A mix of homes to deliver identified housing needs; • £550k First Occupation Expenditure;
• £2.5m Total Gross Expenditure per annum from new residents. • Creating 14 new jobs in the local
leisure and retail sectors. • New Homes Bonus Payment of £670k over a 4 year period. • £170k per
annum from New Council Tax Payments • Social infrastructure investment to the area through CIL
and S106 contributions DELIVERY TIMESCALES It is envisaged that a planning application will be
submitted to the Council following the submission of the Local Plan to the Secretary of State, which
is currently anticipated in November 2019. Taking into account this potential submission date it is
currently envisaged that first dwelling completions on the site could take place in the monitoring year
2021/22. Within one year of the anticipated adoption of the Local Plan (December 2020). Other than
the delivery of the site’s initial site infrastructure there are no other major infrastructure works that need
to take place prior to the commencement of delivery of new homes on the site. Accordingly, the
development could commence within 18 months of the submission of the outline planning application.
Taking into account the need to submit a Reserved Matters application and discharge planning
conditions prior to the commencement of development. Due to the site’s size there would be one
development/selling outlet delivering new homes at the site. It is therefore anticipated that the
development will deliver a yield of at least 40 homes per annum. The table below provides the site’s
cumulative dwelling delivery projection per annum that the Council can use within their housing
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trajectory. Year No. of Homes Cumulatively 2020/2021 - 0 2021/2022 - 40 2022/2023 - 80 2023/2024
- 100 Affordable housing; identified areas of public open space; and landscape planting will be delivered
commensurate with the progression of the development and made available for use at an agreed point
with the Council. The development proposals can therefore deliver significant benefits to the Leeming
Bar settlement area within the first five-year period of the Local Plan, alongside making a significant
contribution to the Council’s ongoing 5-year housing land supply requirements. RESPONSE TO
SITE-SPECIFIC POLICY REQUIREMENTS Utilising the evidence presented in these and previously
submitted representations, we provide below our response to the identified site-specific policy
requirements associated with the development of the site: - Access & Highways • These representations
confirm that vehicle, cycle and pedestrian access will be taken from Harkness Drive. • The Indicative
Masterplan for the site’s development includes the provision of pedestrian and cycle access to Freemans
Way and to the open space and play area located adjacent to the northeast corner of the site. Flood,
Drainage & Water Management • A site specific flood risk assessment will be submitted with the
forthcoming planning application to confirm the nature and scope of any mitigation necessary in respect
of surface water flooding. • Existing public surface water sewers will be taken into account in the
Indicative Masterplan submitted alongside the forthcoming planning application. Access to the sewage
pumping station adjacent to the site will also be maintained at all times. Biodiversity & Landscaping •
A preliminary ecological appraisal will be submitted with the forthcoming planning application and any
recommended mitigation measures will be implemented. • The Indicative Masterplan identifies that
existing landscape features will be retained, including hedgerows and mature trees. It also confirms
that existing boundary features will be enhanced to screen views of the site from the south. Heritage
• An archaeological and heritage assessment will be submitted alongside the forthcoming planning
application. Other Planning Considerations • The site is in a minerals safeguarding area for brick and
clay and sand and gravel. However, as the site is surrounded by development and infrastructure on
all sides, there is clearly no prospect of the site ever being used for quarrying. Consequently, as part
of any future planning application, we would submit a minerals resource assessment which would
identify any required mitigation as part of the new development to avoid impact on the safeguarded
site. Utility Provision • Early consultation will be made with Northern Gas Network and Northern Power
Grid and the relevant Water Authority in order to identify undertakings which may be required for the
development Noise Mitigation • As the north-eastern part of the site lies within the designated noise
insulation area of RAF Leeming Bar, we will instruct an expert noise consultant to identify appropriate
mitigation measures should they be required.The Noise Impact Assessment will be submitted alongside
the future planning application. Design, Landscaping, Open Space Provision and Green Corridors •
As the site is within the North Yorkshire Green Infrastructure corridor, the development will enhance
connectivity to adjacent green infrastructure, particularly areas of accessible local green space located
adjacent to the north east corner of the site. • A Design & Access Statement will be submitted alongside
the forthcoming planning application to show how the development will successfully integrate with the
surrounding area and the neighbouring residential area. The statement will also address the constraints
and opportunities of the site, whilst paying attention to scale, height, massing and density considerations.
The development proposals will guard against impacts of overshadowing and overlooking.The response
provided above confirms that the development proposals will be delivered in full accordance with the
site-specific requirements for the site. Again confirming the deliverability and sustainability of the
development proposals for residential use. CONCLUSION On the basis of the information provided
within these representations, we wish to place on record our support for the proposed allocation of
Land at Harkness Drive, Leeming Bar for residential development within the emerging Hambleton
Local Plan. Our proposals have the potential to provide a residential development of 100 new homes,
public open space and associated infrastructure. The proposals will deliver a development which
respects the character of the surrounding area whilst providing a high quality residential development
where people will want to live. The development proposals are situated in a suitable and highly
sustainable location and there are no technical or environmental (built and natural) constraints that
would preclude the development of the site. The site is available now as it is under the control of
Shepherd Homes who are actively seeking to secure the site’s allocation for residential development.
The site can also be considered achievable as new homes can be delivered on the site within the next
5 years. In light of the guidance provided in Paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2019, we consider the following:
- • The Local Plan is positively prepared in respect of the delivery of 100 homes at the Harkness Drive,
Leeming Bar site as the delivery of homes from the site will contribute to meeting the evidenced
objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements of the District. • The Local Plan is
justified in respect of the Harkness Drive, Leeming Bar site as compelling evidence has been provided
in this and previously submitted representations to demonstrate that the site’s allocation is an appropriate
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strategy for delivering new homes in this location of the District, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence; • The Local Plan is effective as the proposed housing
numbers at the Harkness Drive, Leeming Bar site are entirely deliverable within the plan period; & •
The Local Plan is consistent with national policy in respect of the Harkness Drive, Leeming Bar site
as compelling evidence has been provided to demonstrate that the proposed development will deliver
sustainable development within the plan period. Our client looks forward to working with the Council
in association with the aforementioned submission of a planning application and the Local Plan
Examination in Public process. Should you require any further details or clarification on the content of
this letter please do not hesitate to contact me.
Comment by

Michael Blanchard (1223370)

Comment ID

LPreg19-63

Response Date

19/08/19 11:29

Consultation Point
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… I live with the
LEB1 proposed housing development. This is a untouched field full of trees, birds, squirrel’s and wildlife.
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Why spoil that. The land also floods and holds a lot of water so when you build were will that water
go. This field has been left untouched for nearly 30 years.
Comment by

Mr Gordon Steadman (1225228)

Comment ID

LPreg19-209

Response Date

12/09/19 11:17

Consultation Point

LEB 1: Harkness Drive, Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not support this part of the plan. The recent housing development in Leeming Bar has doubled
the size of what was a quiet village. There is insufficient infrastructure to cope with the new housing
and there is already evidence of vandalism and noise pollution in public open spaces following the
new houses being occupied. The new coop store is creating a traffic problem due to use by vehicles
travelling to the store from outside the village and has a dangerous exit from its car park onto leases
road. There are no other facilities for families or young children/teenagers in the village and public
transport ceases in late afternoon meaning that people without cars are unable to get out of the village
in the evening. The proposed development will almost double the size of the village again changing
the character of the village completely - and there is no way that the existing infrastructure can cope
with this increased population. The loss of green fields, trees and hedgerows is not in keeping with
commitments to reduce global warming. There will also be a significant increase in traffic accessing
this site through the village and we have only just had the new relief road completed to reduce the
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noise pollution caused by traffic in the village. There are also no employment opportunities in the village
to satisfy the demands of a further increase in residential properties meaning that further pollution will
be generated as well as further increases in traffic noise due to people having to commute to work
outside the village. Experience of the recent development suggests that there will also be a further
rise in vandalism and noise pollution in the public green spaces adjacent to this site. There are many
other sites within Hambleton District Council that could be developed without inconveniencing existing
residents as they are on the outskirts of places such as Northallerton itself.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Complete removal of the proposed allocation
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
I feel it is necessary for someone from the village to stand up for the rights of the existing residents
and express our concerns about the destruction of the quiet village that this was. The development is
unnecessary.
Comment by

Mr Gordon Steadman (1225228)

Comment ID

LPreg19-210

Response Date

12/09/19 11:22

Consultation Point

LEB 2: Foundry Way, Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.7
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not support this part of the plan. The recent housing development in Leeming Bar has doubled
the size of what was a quiet village. There is insufficient infrastructure to cope with the new housing
and there is already evidence of vandalism and noise pollution in public open spaces following the
new houses being occupied. The new coop store is creating a traffic problem due to use by vehicles
travelling to the store from outside the village and has a dangerous exit from its car park onto leases
road. There are no other facilities for families or young children/teenagers in the village and public
transport ceases in late afternoon meaning that people without cars are unable to get out of the village
in the evening. The proposed development will almost double the size of the village again changing
the character of the village completely - and there is no way that the existing infrastructure can cope
with this increased population. The loss of green fields, trees and hedgerows is not in keeping with
commitments to reduce global warming. There will also be a significant increase in traffic accessing
this site through the village and we have only just had the new relief road completed to reduce the
noise pollution caused by traffic in the village. There are also no employment opportunities in the village
to satisfy the demands of a further increase in residential properties meaning that further pollution will
be generated as well as further increases in traffic noise due to people having to commute to work
outside the village. Experience of the recent development suggests that there will also be a further
rise in vandalism and noise pollution in the public green spaces adjacent to this site. There are many
other sites within Hambleton District Council that could be developed without inconveniencing existing
residents as they are on the outskirts of places such as Northallerton itself.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
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Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Complete removal of the allocation - it is unnecessary and detrimental to the character of the existing
village.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
This development is unnecessary and I wish to make it clear the effect that it will have on the character
of the village.
Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-843

Response Date

17/09/19 16:16

Consultation Point

LEB 2: Foundry Way, Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Site comprises our Client’s land interests off Northallerton Road. The Site as proposed to be
allocated extends to 2.48 hectares. It is allocated for 65 homes, and 80 homes gross. This is inclusive
of the front part of the Site adjacent to Northallerton Road which benefits from extant outline planning
permission for the development of 13 homes (App. Ref. 16/00224/OUT), and which was allocated for
15 dwellings under Site Ref. BH9 of the Council’s Allocations DPD adopted in December 2010. A
Reserved Matters application for this part of the site has now been lodged and is awaiting determination
(App. Ref. 19/01085/REM). As shown on the Reserved Matters Proposed Layout Plan (Ref.
404/05(02)004 D, the layout allows for access into the remainder of the Site; an extract of the Proposed
Layout Plan is provided below: [See attached submission] Site Capacity Given that the extant planning
permission is only for 13 dwellings, the capacity of the allocated should be adjusted to 67 dwellings.
Site Boundary The Site is currently located in the designated noise insultation area of RAF Leeming,
as shown on the Allocations DPD Proposals Map extract below: [See attached submission] In view of
this, it appears that the proposed eastern Site boundary as shown on page 227 of the PD is deliberately
intended to reflect the path of the noise contour line as on the proposals map extract above. Our Client
objects to this proposed boundary. For the reasons outlined below, it is our Client’s consideration that
the eastern boundary should be amended to include the additional land delineated in blue:[See attached
submission] Firstly, the boundary as proposed is illogical as it does not follow and align with the eastern
boundary of the already consented part of the Site as shown on the Proposed Site Layout plan. The
narrative in the Policy refers to there being mature hedge boundaries to the southern and eastern
boundaries; this is not the case and these references should be deleted. Secondly, and as shown on
the previous Allocations DPD Proposals Map extract, there is already existing development to the
north of Northallerton Road located within the Noise Restriction Area. Accordingly, there is precedent
for development within the Zone. However, based on the proposed site layout, that is not to say built
form will necessarily have to be located within this Area; indeed, the proposed site layout has sought
to refrain from doing so at this time.[See attached submission] A failure to amend the eastern boundary
to include this additional land would result in a much looser form of development across the Site, taking
account of other policy requirements including the provision of public open space, car parking, retention
of existing trees (where possible), and separation distances to existing properties. Accordingly, our
Client kindly requests that the eastern Site boundary be amended to provide for the efficient use of
the land, and to support the creation of a high-quality development. In the event that some built form
is ultimately required within the additional land area, the extent of this would be limited in the context
of the harm caused to the amenity of any future residents weighed against the considerable economic,
social and environmental benefits arising from the Site’s development. Affordable Housing Provision
It is noted that paragraph 7.19 of the Council’s Whole Plan Viability Assessment makes specific
reference to the fact that the ability of the two housing allocations in Leeming Bar to support 30%
affordable housing, having regard to other policy requirements (and CIL), will be marginal. This takes
account of the fact that Leeming Bar experiences the lowest average sale price of the towns and
villages considered in the Assessment, as documented in paragraph 4.52. Consequently, whilst Policy
HG3 does provide some flexibility in relation to the provision of affordable housing (through viability
evidence), it is considered that our Client’s land interests should be given a specific affordable housing
requirement under Policy LEB.2 informed by the Council’s Whole Plan Viability Assessment, and below
30%. This will offer more certainty to our Client and the Council at the time of the Site’s allocation and
avoid the need for potentially lengthy viability discussions at the time of a planning application.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Wharfedale Homes ( Wharfedale Homes - 1229253)

Comment ID

LPreg19-830

Response Date

17/09/19 14:56

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 Wharfedale Homes LPreg19-823.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This Policy confirms the allocation of 20.65 hectares of land at Aiskew Moor, Leeming Bar, as a strategic
employment site (Allocation Ref. LEB3). A further 9.9 hectares of land is Safeguarded for development
beyond the Plan period as part of the long-term vision to foster economic growth and business growth
in this location. Our Client supports this allocation. The provision of new employment uses in this
location is consistent with the aims of the LEP’s Strategic Economic Plan and is supported by the
Council’s Employment Land Review. Furthermore, the York, North Yorkshire and East Riding LEP’s
Strategic Economic Plan seeks to sustain economic growth by retaining and supporting small and
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micro-businesses along with an emphasis on developing the growth corridor along the A1(M) where
Leeming Bar is strategically located. The proposed allocation of this strategic employment site will
provide for sustainable development which is viable, and which in turn will continue to elevate the role
and function of Leeming Bar as a key settlement in which people choose to live and work in the District.
Comment by

R Blanchard (1225310)

Comment ID

LPreg19-224

Response Date

11/09/19 16:37

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-11 R Blanchard LPreg19-224_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I support to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment
uses and have no concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan.
Comment by

K Blanchard (1225309)

Comment ID

LPreg19-223

Response Date

11/09/19 16:27
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Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-11 K Blanchard LPreg19-223_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I support to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment
uses and have no concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan.
Comment by

John H Gill & Sons (1225302)

Comment ID

LPreg19-219

Response Date

11/09/19 16:09

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-11 John H Gill and Sons
LPreg19-219_redacted
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I support the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and have no concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan.
Comment by

Colin Blanchard (1210709)

Comment ID

LPreg19-221

Response Date

11/09/19 16:18

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-11 Colin Blanchard
LPreg19-221_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I support the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and have no concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan.
Comment by

Mrs Sheila Duke (1098956)

Comment ID

LPreg19-381

Response Date

16/09/19 14:58

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-16 S Duke_LPreg19-381 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing to show my concerns to the plan to build such a large industrial development to provide
jobs in the area on agricultural land in Leeming Bar. I am informed locally that there is not a shortage
of jobs in this area, in fact workers have to travel from far and wide to fill any vacancies. I cannot see
the sense in turning the little village of Leeming Bar into a majority industrial estate. The 30Ha of
industrial units will surround and change the lives of the residents in the immediate housing, as well
as having detrimental impact on the rest of the village. The loss of agricultural land, loss of wildlife
habitats, loss of open spaces and views will have an impact on all of our lives. I have concerns that
there will be a loss of privacy, more light and noise pollution, increased traffic, more anti social behaviour
and negative impact on current business. I believe that extra large vehicles (via their satnavs) will find
their way into the village via the Northallerton road affecting traffic in the middle of Leeming Bar. The
industrial to housing ratio is well balanced at the moment. Please do not let Leeming Bar be taken
over by industry. [Personal information redacted]The journey into Leeming is pleasant with views over
agricultural land which was one of the factors towards us choosing a house in the area. The local
access to the existing industrial area, often brings large vehicles into the village. Extra traffic would be
detrimental to the village, in particular to the housing in the immediate area on the edge of the proposed
site. Why was the Bedale bypass built taking traffic away from Leeming when you intend to bring more
traffic into Leeming to access an industrial site. I have been told that The Employment Land Review
in 2016 said of the site 'given the residential setting it is unlikely to be suitable for employment uses'.
Comment by

Mike Widmer (1224328)

Comment ID

LPreg19-170

Response Date

04/09/19 16:00

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.15

Files

2019-09-04 M Widmer LPreg19-170_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I write to you concerning site LEB 3 which refers to the land in Leeming Bar, which is earmarked for
‘development for future employment.’ The first thing to say is that I accept that if HDC is tasked to
provide a certain number of acres of land for housing/employment development THEN IT HAS TO
FIND THEM and, that an organisation as professional as HDC will have done all the checks and
investigations consistent with a proposal of this nature. So I do not write to submit a list of arguments
as to why this site is not suitable, or is less suitable for development, than any other because of any
specific physical or tangible reason. My objection is of a much broader and general nature and is
twofold. My first concern is the number of individual residences that will be adversely affected. I am
well aware that individual objections on the grounds of personal disadvantage are in effect ‘null and
void’ and find the shore cur to the waste paper bin, but the NUMBER of people affected must surely
come into consideration? To apply the same decision making criteria to a proposal affecting eight
people as to one affecting eight hundred would be pure sophistry. I will not attempt to put a number
on the people disadvantaged by this particular plan, but it will be a considerable number. All the
properties on the North end of Low Street, and all the properties in the cul de sacs that run there – off
will be adversely affected. Indeed the Employment land Review, in 2016, (section10.21, page 106)
opined that land adjacent to this site this site was unsuitable for employment use because of its
residential setting. If this proposal does come to fruition, it will have no benefit whatsoever to the people
of Leeming Bar. Unemployment in the village is at a very low level and any extra job vacancies will,
almost certainly, be taken up by from people from outside the area. So there will be no silver lining
whatsoever to this particular cloud of personal trauma. There will also be suffering from within the
business community. In particular, Pembroke Caravan Site must surely suffer an almost terminal
decline in customers. It is already flanked by industry on the West side (which has recently expanded
significantly) and by more industry in the South East. The fruition of this proposal would result in the
site being surrounded on almost every side, and the only tiny area of relief, which is on the Northern
boundary, has heavy industrial traffic running past it on the new Bypass! In essence, I feel that to
subject so many households to the financial loss and emotional distress which is the inevitable
consequence of this scheme going ahead, with so little gain or benefit to the village and its inhabitants
accruing from it, seems quite disproportionate. Furthermore, it does stretch credibility to believe that
within the vast acreage governed by HDC there is not a single site where a scheme like this could be
completed which would yield similar benefit to this one, but without causing so much upset to so many
people? My second point is slightly broader and less directly concerned with the details and precise
effect this proposed scheme would have. It basically relates to the sorry state Leeming Bar finds itself
in at this present moment. Put simply, it has surely reached saturation point in respect of intrusion and
impositions it has had forced upon it In recent years it has had to suffer The expansion of the original
industrial estate. The creation of an annexe to the industrial estate (almost doubling it in size). The
creation of a new bypass resulting in Bedale/Northallerton traffic now traversing the village both through
the centre and past it to the North. A new motorway service station situated less than a mile from the
village, which hundreds of heavy duty wagons travel to and from at all times, causing noise and
disturbance to villagers every hour of every day of every week. The nuisance and congestion caused
by many heavy goods vehicles parking on the roads just outside the village, they having first visited
the aforementioned service station. The anti social effects resulting from the often disgusting habits
and actions of the drivers who sleep in those vehicles overnight. Is it really necessary to superimpose
yet another detriment on this already suffering village. In summary, a very considerable number of
households will suffer serious levels of financial loss and emotional distress, with no compensatory
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upside at all, and all this will be inflicted on a society that has already had more than its fair share of
imposition. HDC will have done all the requisite investigations, and cost/benefit analysis in its usual
fastidious manner, and it will have very good reasons for progressing this particular site. Is it just
possible though that the single minded focus has been on the facts and figures resultant from the
scheme, and that wider issues such as those outlined above have been somewhat overlooked? It
would take less that one hour for the Planning Officer in charge of sourcing sites to revisit Leeming
Bar, take one final look, not just at the site but at the effect this scheme would have on the village as
a whole. Maybe a visit to Pembroke Caravan site could be included? If the above did come about and
the proposal went ahead anyway, then the total downside to HDC would be the aforementioned one
hour. But for the affected residents it would mean that their concerns would have been properly listened
to and treated seriously, and that would count for a lot. Thank you for reading this letter, I hope you
give it serious consideration!
Comment by

Mrs Fran Trenholme (1101381)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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I am writing to object to Hambleton District Draft Plan, particularly the proposed industrial development
in Leeming Bar (ALT/B/004/033/E) which is unsound as there is no justification for this when considering
the economic needs of the area and the available local workforce. According to projections from the
Office of National Statistics the population of Hambleton will grow by about 1.1% between now and
2035 due mainly to retired people moving to the area however the workforce will decrease significantly
from 55,000 to 50,100. The plan to create jobs using best and most versatile agricultural land which
should be protected for food production is therefore unsound. In the plan the amount of employment
land will increase by over 30% but there is no explanation as to why such a significant increase is
needed, especially given Hambleton's low unemployment. The Housing and Employment Development
Needs Assessment (HEDNA) produced by GL Hearn in 2018 does not use the expected formulae to
determine the amount of land for economy-based predictions instead they apply an additional multiplier
without clarifying why this is necessary; without this information the plan is unsound. When considering
labour-supply-based predictions the HEDNA's employment land need (ELN) is over three times as
much as the economy-based ELN, 36.5 ha, and in the local plan over twice this amount is allocated
for development; nowhere is this explained. I conclude that the plan is unsound. The large Austin Reed
site in Thirsk had been vacant since 2016 until it was redeveloped recently for housing which indicates
that there is not much need for industrial land in Hambleton. At a meeting with Council members in
January 2018 Peter Wilkinson agreed that the type of employment needed in the area was more
graduate jobs and apprenticeships rather than blue collar workers. Peter Wilkinson also agreed that
it is not the remit of Hambleton District Council (HDC) to create jobs for people living outside of
Hambleton. The proposed development at Leeming Bar is for B1, 82, and B8 industrial development
which would involve employment for blue collar workers or warehousing, resulting in few jobs for local
people but high levels of noise and air pollution for residents.The economic reasons for this development
are not sound. The land is marked for 'employment' and yet businesses in the current industrial area
employ large numbers of workers who travel daily from areas such as Darlington and Teesside as
they are unable to recruit locally. These workers do not contribute to the local economy because they
pay taxes and spend their income elsewhere. The employment level in Hambleton and Richmondshire
is high. If the proposed development attracts jobs of a similar skill level to the present units it would
be a reasonable assumption that local recruitment will also be insufficient for new businesses. The
National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities to produce plans that are
shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between plan-makers and local communities.
At the early stages the Council did not communicate their proposals clearly to residents, many of whom
were left to hear about the plans by word of mouth. The Council failed in its duty to communicate
openly and transparently with residents and the local parish council. HDC's poor communication with
local people which was admitted by councillors at the meeting in Jan 2018 could be interpreted as an
attempt to mislead rather than effectively engage with local communities. For example, at a council
meeting in December 2017 to vote on £43,000 to be allocated to carry out an economic study of Aiskew
Moor the Head of Planning told members that all landowners has been approached and those available
had given consent however this was not true as David and Jane Harris, of Low Street had not been
consulted. Local people have been left to try and find out information and engage with HDC re their
plans; HDC have not spontaneously informed residents about the plans and many local people even
in recent weeks have not heard about these proposals which is not an acceptable situation. Despite
not communicating with communities about the local plan which will affect them for many years, the
council has sent every household a 4 page colour leaflet about the world cycling race later this months
to highlight road closures which will affect a small number of people for a matter of a few hours! There
have also been leaflets about this cycle race in local shops so why has the council been so reluctant
to inform people about this local plan? In a letter dated May 2017 I urged HDC to consider brownfield
sites instead of prime agricultural land for industrial development in the Leeming area. In January 2018
when we met council members we asked about alternative sites to the proposed greenfield development
at Leeming Bar and were told that the sites to the west of the Al were not suitable for a variety of
reasons; flooding (although it is now thought that Highways England will be developing this land), lack
of infrastructure and the impact on the landscape. This gave us to understand that feasibility studies
had been carried out on these alternative sites before HDC committed a significant amount of public
money on an economic study of their preferred site, especially when we were told by M. Jewitt that
HDC must show that they have considered options thoroughly. John Noone in September 2019 told
residents that the feasibility studies for other sites would be available however according to [a staff
member in the] Planning Department at HDC (September 2019) there is no evidence that any studies
were commissioned. Either these feasibility studies were carried out as part of the evidence gathering
stage and have been deliberately withheld from residents or they were not commissioned; neither
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option is acceptable and this lack of openness and honesty leads me to conclude that this plan is not
sound. HDC have not explained why LEB3 which is best and most versatile agricultural land, is their
preferred site rather than other sites - there must be an ulterior motive that has not been made public.
The inaccurate information shared with local councillors and residents as well as the lack of transparency
in their decision making means that the plan is not sound. The use of prime arable land is a concern
given that the UK has to import 50% of its food and therefore using this agricultural land for industry
would further limit food production and the ability to be self-sufficient. After the initial consultation period
submissions from local people should have been made available, however these have only been on
the HDC website for the last 3 weeks. This failure to follow proper procedure means that the plan is
not legally compliant. Given the heightened awareness of everyone of climate change it is appropriate
to site factories near the workforce, therefore Northallerton would be a better location than Leeming
Bar which does not have good public transport so workers have to travel by car. Neighbouring areas
such as Middlesbrough as it has a much higher unemployment rate than Hambleton, has many
brownfield sites that need developing and has a higher unemployment rate, would seem an even better
option. Given the environmental impact of increased travel to work at Leeming Bar I do not consider
that the plan is sound. I question how well HDC has communicated with neighbouring councils with
regard to this development. I strongly oppose the Council's proposals to extend the industrial area in
Leeming Bar into green field sites behind Low Street and surrounding area.This doubling of the current
industrial estate would have a detrimental impact on the beauty of this area, due to loss of open spaces
and views. The present industrial estate is littered with rubbish left in the area by truck drivers who
park overnight which has had a detrimental effect on local residents. Despite their best efforts HDC
have been unable to control this situation and therefore how will they police an area twice this size?
In the plan it states that the impact of air quality from the Leeming development would be neutral - I
question the validity of this assessment. The increased emissions from traffic congestion and transport
would impact on many local villages, making the area less safe for families, and the impact on the
health of residents would be significant however these issues do not seem to concern HDC, despite
the fact that in the Core Strategy one of the Council's objectives is enhancing health and well-being.
Other objectives are listed as Driving Economic Vitality, Caring for the Environment and Providing a
Special Place to Live; how does this proposed development fit with these objectives? Given the point
made above about recruitment difficulties, it would not seem that this development is needed for
economic vitality. The health and well-being of residents will be adversely affected by the impact of
pollution from diesel emissions from vehicles and from an increase in noise levels. In addition light
pollution from industrial buildings could affect some residents, and the site is prone to flooding. The
site would mean that trees and hedgerows would be cleared to make way for such a development,
including destroying habitats for wildlife such as bats, buzzards, kestrels, sparrow hawks, and deer to
name just a few. How would this plan meet the objective of caring for the environment especially given
the impact of carbon emissions from workers travelling to the site and the destruction of habitats? Low
Street is regarded as a safe area for families to walk, cycle and ride. Local residents as well as tourists
staying at the local caravan park regularly enjoy this area, and the latter boost the local economy by
supporting local businesses. It is essential for the community as well as for the health and well-being
of individuals that everyone should be able to enjoy this area and pursue their interests in safety. If
this proposal goes ahead Low Street will not be safe for families to enjoy at leisure, and again this will
have a negative impact on families' quality of life. Leeming Bar will certainly not be a special place to
live; the effect on the community will be devastating and the development would seriously impact on
the character of the village. Given HDC's failure to comply with legal procedure and the fact that there
is no justification for the economic development of site LEB3 this local plan should be rejected.
Comment by

Mr Greg Hutton (1221824)
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LPreg19-2
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05/08/19 14:27

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to yet a further extension of the Industrial Estate surrounding the Leeming Bar area. Not only
will this be yet another loss of the ever shrinking countryside, but will also result in increased traffic
levels with their associated noise along with an enormous amount of light pollution. At what point will
the council stop and listen to the objections of their residents? This will really disrupt the local
communities....for example I moved and used to live on a quiet road that led off in to the countryside.
Unfortunately no longer..this has already been severed by the so called 'progress' made on the A1
and I am already suffering from increased noise levels (the new A1 is a lit higher than the original) and
cannot avoid the glow in the sky that hovers over Leeming Bar Industrial Estate and the new motorway
Junction. No more please? We need to stop this continual spread of concrete and artificial lights.
Furthermore I don't think it is actually needed. Why not build this elsewhere in Yorkshire where
unemployment is higher? What is really upsetting to me, is that even if the entire population of North
Yorkshire were to write on here that they object, this thing will still somehow go ahead! Greg Hutton
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
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It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Scrap LEB3 altogether.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
See attached file for full submission Agricultural land HDC state ‘The agricultural land of the vales is
largely arable and is the foundation of a strong farming and food-related economy’. CPRE calculate
8,650 acres of farmland are lost
annually(www.cpre.org.uk/what-we-do/farming-and-food/farming/the-issues) and Savills show 26,000
hectares lost per year over the past 20 years(www.savills.co.uk/research_articles/229130/274017-0).
At LEB3, it is Grade 2 agricultural land (image 1, [see attached submission] see Appendix A for further
photos). The Local Plan would remove the land permanently from food production. The Local Plan
fails to comply with NPPF regarding the development of rural economies Agriculture The best and
most versatile (BMV) land is defined as Grades 1, 2 and 3a. LEB3 covers Grade 2 agricultural land.
Following the Governments Planning Practice Guidance for the Natural Environment (Para 25 and
26), whenever more than 20 Ha of BMV land is due to be lost and Natural England should be
consulted(www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-for-development/guide-to-assessing-development-proposals-on-agricultural-land).
A published response has not occurred as LEB3 was not part of the original Alternative Sites
Consultation HDC has failed to publish a consultation with Natural England over the proposed loss of
30 Ha (20.65Ha with 9.99 Ha ‘safeguarded’) of BMV land. Tourism The site will negatively affect the
landscape setting of Leeming Bar. Some job opportunities arise from this site, the site is likely have a
deleterious effect on local tourism with the impact on Pembroke Caravan Park. The Local Plan is likely
to have a negative effect on local tourism Retail Any jobs will be for people who are travelling to and
from Leeming Bar for work. This does not enhance the local economy or provide extra retail sales and
would not help “to secure enhanced retail, cultural, leisure and visitor facilities for … Bedale” (p35,
Local Plan). The Local Plan contributes negatively to other council goals including public health, carbon
emissions, net biodiversity loss, flood risk, damage to community infrastructure etc Public Health Local
Authorities have been charged with ‘champion[ing] health across the whole of the authority's business,
promoting healthier lifestyles’. Currently, 66% of adults are either overweight or obese. The business
currently producing in Leeming Bar are the Vale of Mowbray (pork pie factory), Froneri (R&R) (ice
cream maker) and Caw ingredients (soft drink maker). These cannot be considered healthy products.
Further expansion of any of these is likely to increased calorie consumption through increased
production. Encouraging business who provide unhealth food and drink is counter to the statutory duty
of HDC to promote public health. There will be developmental and operational impacts such as noise
and dust from the site. Air pollution is an increasing health problem in the UK with 44,000 people dying
annually and amounting to a reduction in average life expectancy of about 1.5 years. Microscopic
particles (PM 2.5) produced from industry and diesel vehicles have been heavily implicated.
Development of LEB3 would generate significant HGV movements. The impact on air quality in the
village that additional HGV (and workers) transport will have must be considered. Currently, the industrial
estate in Leeming Bar runs refrigeration units through the night. This noise has not been mitigated
from the current estate. It is unlikely that noise from any new development will be adequately mitigated
against based on historical performance. Noise and disturbed nights sleep have been implicated in
heart disease diabetes and obesity. Additional development is likely to negatively impact on the health
of the residents of Leeming Bar. Carbon emissions and climate change The Local Plan fails to consider
climate change targets set by national government including proposed reduction in transport generated
carbon dioxide. The Climate Change Act 2008 established a legally binding target to reduce the UK's
greenhouse gas emissions by at least 80% by 2050 from 1990 levels. There is no target in the Local
Plan to reduce emissions. As demonstrated previously, it is not a Hambleton workforce currently
employed in Leeming Bar. The transportation of staff is currently only achievable via private car and
bus. There is no development of public transport, improvements to the bus or rail network or cycle
routes suitable for a daily commute. The council fails in ensuring there are transport options other than
private vehicle. If LEB3 is developed as per the Local Plan, traffic and carbon emissions will inevitably
increase. HDC would like to be “Supporting development that takes available opportunities to mitigate
and adapt to climate change, including minimising greenhouse gas emissions.” Developing LEB3
would add to greenhouse gas emissions through site development (such as use of concrete for
buildings) and worker transport while doing nothing to mitigate or adapt to climate change. Net
biodiversity loss and flooding From the Governments “Natural environment”
guidance(www.gov.uk/guidance/natural-environment#brownfield-land-soils-and-agricultural-land)
“Green infrastructure is a natural capital asset that provides multiple benefits, at a range of scales. For
communities, these benefits can include enhanced wellbeing, outdoor recreation and access, enhanced
biodiversity and landscapes, food and energy production, urban cooling, and the management of flood
risk. These benefits are also known as ecosystem services.” On p231 of HDC Local Plan, assessment
of LEB3 shows The land poses a flood risk with parts of the site vulnerable to surface water flooding.
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o This is confirmed by British Geological Borehole data showing standing water at 1m depth (SE29SE31)
(scans.bgs.ac.uk/sobi_scans/boreholes/83365/images/10098162.html) o Flooding is likely to be more
significant, with hard non-porous surfaces having greater run off than farmland. o With anticipated
changes to rainfall patterns including significant increases in volume in Northern England as part of
climate change, sites should be chosen which are most resilient to the effects of weather change. o
There will be a need to create greenfield run off rates with a buffer (the EA normally want 10% on top).
The ground conditions are challenging. It can all be done with balancing ponds the MoD are sensitive
to new open water close to airfields. An additional hazard is large flat roofed buildings attract gulls. An
ecology survey has not taken place since 2016. o The Sustainability Assessment and Habitat
Regulations Assessment appears to have been a desk-based study as residents report deer, bats,
barn owls, sparrow hawks, buzzards and badgers. o Bats are highly protected by law. The impact
upon roosts (trees in hedgerows) and commuting routes has not been considered. Recent lighting
guidelines from developments have not been
mentioned(www.bats.org.uk/our-work/buildings-planning-and-development/lighting). o Birds of prey
are protected by law. Barn owls have a stable population, but their habitat is protected under Schedules
1 and 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.Barn owls nest within the fields. It is illegal to disturb
an active nest site, and they are extremely vulnerable to noise around them. Displacement from the
land to hunt on the bypass verges may increase
mortality(www.barnowltrust.org.uk/hazards-solutions/barn-owls-major-roads/). o The revised National
Planning Framework (2018) improves guidance on biodiversity; specifically Para 8c – ‘Helping to
improve biodiversity’ remains a key ‘environmental objective’; Para 170d) – Planning policies are
directed towards ‘minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity’; Para 174b) –
‘measurable net gains for biodiversity’ are referred to potentially opening the way for biodiversity
offsetting to enter the mainstream. o The RSPBs list of Birds of Conservation Concern shows a real
high level assessment of birds and demonstrates 27% of regularly occurring bird species are on the
Red list(britishbirds.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/BoCC4.pdf). The area is particularly well used
by wintering birds especially migratory thrushes. Sewerage o HDC appear unaware that several of
the houses on Low Street do not have mains sewers due to slope of the land. A loss of green
infrastructure will impact on biodiversity, flood risk and human health and enjoyment. There would be
significant long-term impacts including a further loss of historic landscape, productive farmland,
hedgerows and hedgerow trees. There is no mention about improving biodiversity or ‘measurable net
gains’ in the Local Plan. There are protected species within site LEB3 which HDC have not assessed
for. 25 Year Environment Plan This was produced by the government to achieve clean air, clean water,
thriving plants and wildlife, using resources from nature more sustainably and efficiently, enhancing
the natural environment, mitigating and adapting to climate change, and minimising waste. HDC local
plan does not improve any of the markers set out nationally in the 25-year environment plan. The
Options Assessment Appendix specifically notes “The landscape of Hambleton is a predominantly
rural landscape comprising open, low lying farmland, with a disperse settlement pattern of market
towns, villages and hamlets. A sense of tranquility prevails in many of the rural areas”. Transport There
is a lack of alternative transport infrastructure. Cycle routes planned when the Bedale Bypass was
built but have not been constructed. This leaves the cycle network and infrastructure poorly developed
and the developers renegading on previous commitments. There is no mention of public transport or
development of the railway for either people or goods. Infrequent and unreliable bus services affect
quality of life for employees and local residents. There is a failure of design when it comes joining
together transport and employment spaces. The Options Assessment Appendix notes development
focussed on the villages is Likely to be more car reliant for access Less scope to benefit from rail
services and more frequent bus services. Has a weak fit against strategic economic priorities More
development … could impact on the character [of the settlements] More scope for harm to natural
assets. There is no sustainable transport plan as part of the Local Plan. This fault will be exacerbated
by the fact that workers are likely to be travelling across county borders Damage to community
infrastructure HDC states “Our communities enjoy a high quality of life with attractive towns, villages
and countryside contributing to a strong sense of place.” However, the village community of Leeming
Bar and surrounding villages and Bedale are at risk if LEB3 is developed as an industrial estate. Green
infrastructure (above) contribute to the healthy and safe community of Leeming Bar, including for its
Outdoor Recreational Value of recreation, exercise, social interaction, experiencing and caring for
nature. In the short and long term, footpaths used by local residents of the village will be subjected to
significant visual disamentity. As noted in the Appendix 1 of ‘Issues and Options Consultation’ 201612,
Leeming Bar is a secondary village. Option 4 (Five Towns and Villages) specifically says “with
development being proportionate to their scale and character” (p20). Within the Options Assessment
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Appendix 1, poor transport links are mentioned for Bedale, specifically for the work force. The size
and impact of the Local Plan is out of proportion with the size of Leeming Bar village.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
As detailed in the above submission there are multiple issues in Part 1 which could be addressed to
ensure legal compliance. These include meet minimum statutory requirements in communicating with
residents, land owners and affected parties, timeliness of responses, availability of documents,
transparency in dealings with questions and queries, adequate assessments of alternative sites,
involvement and informing the public, following the guidance of independent reports. HDC has failed
to demonstrate consultation with statutory organisations such as Natural England
Part 2 of the above representation focuses on the unsoundness of the plan. Specifically to become
sound, an objective assessment of needs using standard methodology needs to occur - currently
there is no demonstrable need for the land for additional employment shown. The population based
calculations need revising to demonstrate future rather than past requirements. The calculations used
flawed methodology resulting in overgenerous claims of requirements. This needs correcting. Housing
requirements is shown by HDC to be far in excess of expected demand, with future commitments
already covering predictions. The impact on local character, tourism, food production, landscape, retail,
public health, biodiversity, flooding, air quality and transport have been inadequately assessed.
Complying with the national legislation on climate change or the 25 year environment plan has not
been demonstrated.
Addressing the above issues could potentially make the Local Plan both legally compliant and sound
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
I feel it is important to have local representation from local residents. The Local Plan will impact on
local residents until at least 2035 and the long term impacts felt for generations to come. It is vital that
the Inspectors are able to hear and understand the view of the population who will live with the decisions
being made. There appear to have been multiple failures in legality and soundness in the preparation
of the Local Plan and it is important that the Inspector is made aware and HDC held to account.
Comment by

Keith Bowe (1226528)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing with my observations regarding the Local Plan for Aiskew Moor, Leeming Bar. I understand
that it is proposed to develop this land for Industrial purposes. Having read HDC's proposed plan and
the information supplied by the Leeming Bar Action Group, I can only say that this is almost the same
as our fight here at Newby Wiske. The Leeming Bar Action Group refer to documents and employment
figures which were commissioned by Hambleton District Council, but yet again the council chooses
to ignore the facts. I understand that some large businesses on the present industrial estate at Leeming
Bar are bussing employees from outside the area in order to fulfil their workforce needs. What is
Hambleton District Council hoping to achieve by surrounding existing residential properties with more
industrial units when the workforce will have to be imported by bus because, fortunately, unemployment
in the area is so low? Apart from anything else, it is not environmentally friendly for workers who live
outside the area to have to travel into the area to work. Leeming Bar and surrounding villages will not
benefit from such developments, and like Newby Wiske, they are being made the sacrificial lamb I ask
HDC officers and members to start listening to the residents of Hambleton, who, after all, pay your
salaries and expenses, and start using common sense.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Re - Proposed Employment Development Site, Leeming Bar - ALT/B/004/033/E (LEB3). I am writing
this letter to object to the above proposed development. In my opinion this part of the plan is both not
legally compliant and not sound. Residents have not been fully notified of the proposals and not been
updated on our submissions to the original consultation back in 2017 to alternative sites. Our
correspondence was not made public until 22nd August 2019, 18 months after submission and only
3 weeks before the current consultation period closes? Over the recent years the residents of Leeming
Bar have had to endure the following non-residential developments:- Formation and expansion of the
Portland Way Industrial Estate Formation and expansion of the Coneygarth Business Park (Industrial
Estate) Re-building and expansion of Vale of Mowbray Factory - which far exceeds the size of the
original site prior to the fire A1 upgrade to motorway standard, which was carried out in two phases
centred on Leeming Bar Construction of the Bedale Relief Road Construction of the Truck Stop Where
are the environmental investigations of alternative sites that were discussed in 2017 for which no
details have been issued? Apparently the cabinet minutes from a HDC meeting on the 5th Dec 2017
state that no alternative option sites have been considered. The plan totally fails to follow the advice
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of the independent reports.The employment land review made the following recommendation regarding
this site "The site is not currently accessible and is located in close proximity to a residential area.
There are more suitable employment locations nearby which are available and have fewer restrictions.
The site should not be allocated for employment uses." In my opinion this says it all? This type of
development is totally unsuitable for this location, the majority of labour currently employed on the
existing industrial estates travel from other areas of the country, Teesside, Darlington & West Yorkshire.
The plan fails to take this into account and ignores climate change targets set by the government which
includes reduction in transport generated carbon dioxide, put the jobs close to the employees and
reduce traffic pollution. The proposals do not take into account the fact that HDC have declared a
"Climate Emergency". It has been shown that local residents and those moving into the new housing
being built in the area do not find employment on this type of development. After looking at the rates
of employment and future population figures I cannot see why the expansion of the industrial estates
is needed at all, type B1, B2 & B8 developments do not help local employment. Your own reports
highlight a shortage of blue collar workforce in the Hambleton area. We need to direct future investment
in our high streets, smaller local businesses tourism and create jobs and opportunities to allow local
people to prosper in the region.. The other major issue I wish to raise is that this country should retain
all our agricultural land which is needed to produce good quality healthy foods locally rather than the
need to import. Government and Local Authorities both promote healthy life styles, we cannot afford
to lose this type of land in our small country. Particularly when many of businesses on the industrial
sites arguably produce unhealthy products, pork pies, ice cream, soft drinks, etc we need to be reduce
the amount of these products consumed and replace with healthy alternatives to improve long term
good health? Expansion of these sites will only increase health issues and further raise costs and
increase pressure on our GP'S & Hospitals. In addition the site is home to wildlife, Deer, Badger,
Buzzards, Sparrowhawks, Bats, Owls and many smaller species. Please preserve our farmland and
open spaces? Whilst on the subject of health I just cannot understand how HDC totally ignore the
health and welfare of its residents who live adjacent to the proposed site. Residents will be totally
surrounded by industrial units with little chance to move away to avoid the constant disruption and
pollution. Surely if needed at all future industrial developments of this type should be located away
from residential housing. If we had proper joined up planning when upgrading the A1 through the
district the plans could have been produced to include suitable sites away from residential centres, of
which there are many, for future industrial sites, truck stops and motorway services rather than look
at each individually after the event. The increased pollution, noise, excessive lighting will cause
additional disrupted sleep, stress agrivating health issues which puts more pressure and costs on our
health services. Do our planners think it acceptable to subject residents to these issues, do we not
have "the right to live in an ecologically sound environment adequate for our health, well-being, dignity,
culture and fulfilment. Every state or international institution, every person, natural or legal, public or
private, has the duty to take care of the environment" This has been echoed by HDC in their own local
policy which states the following:- Driving Economic Vitality Enhancing Health & Wellbeing Caring for
the Environment Providing a Special Place to Live I urge HDC not to allocate this land at Leeming Bar
for a strategic employment area. I wish to be present at the hearing sessions
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mr Jonathan Trenholme (1114602)
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LPreg19-386
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
As a resident of Leeming Bar, I am writing to strongly object to your Local Plan Draft Publication 2019
with particular reference to LEB3, Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar. There are several reasons for
my objection mainly based on soundness of reasoning. These areas are: - • Employment • Environment
• Information Employment HDC call this land 'Employment Land' (although they later start referring to
it as Industrial Estate) and are relying heavily on figures taken from HEDNA produced by GL Hearn
in 2018. These figures appear to grossly exaggerate the required amount of Employment Land for the
HDC area. The current unemployment level in Hambleton is 3.1% compared with a regional Yorkshire
level of 4.5%. Existing businesses in Leeming Bar struggle to recruit from within Hambleton. Many
employees are coming into the area from, for example, Teesside and Darlington. I spoke to one former
employee of one of the existing businesses and he told me they employ approx. 1000 people in two
500 shifts. Of this number approx. 8% are British. Because there is not much affordable housing in
the HDC area the majority of these people come from the areas mentioned above. This takes money
out of the area in the form of council tax and local spending habits. The reasons given for the need
for this amount of employment land are thus unsound. LEB 3 has been designated 'preferred' which
suggests that other similar sites have been assessed for suitability. I cannot find any documentation
that shows these alternative assessments even though we have been told by councillors at several
meetings that they have been undertaken. Reasons given for preferring LEB3 above other sites have
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been vague and varied depending on which councillor you speak to. I can only conclude that the
existing businesses need for expansion is driving this process, and it is them who have preferred LEB3.
This would not fit in with HDC's assertation that there is a need for B1 type of employment on this site.
Most of the jobs created would be B2 and B8. The fact that no other assessments appear to have
taken place makes the choice of LEB3 unsound. If the assessments have taken place then the results
appear to have been withheld, which again makes this process unsound. At a meeting my wife and I
had with some HDC councillors in January 2018 at which were present, Peter Wilkinson, Mick Jewitt,
Mark Robson, Michael Barningham, John Noone and Carl Les, we were strongly led to believe that
LEB3 would be used for B1 type employment. This would be for graduate type jobs and that the council
would be looking to sponsor this in some way. We were told that it would not be for food processing
like the existing industrial estate and would be a Business Park and that the term industrial was not
the term to use regarding this new development. We now learn that they are looking to provide mainly
B2 and B8 employment. Unfortunately no minutes or recordings were taken of this meeting, but we
strongly recall what was said. After the Alternate Sites Consultation Document (April 2016) was issued
the council did not publish the submissions made to them from the public on their plans before issuing
the Local Plan Publication Draft (July 2019). I believe they had a duty to do so and so legally it is
unsound. I believe the comments are now available after it was pointed out to HDC, but not until well
through the consultation period. Indeed HDC's communication with residents in the area has been
poor throughout. (See below) It almost suggests they realise LEB is controversial and so are trying to
withhold information and only release it when necessary. Environment The Employment Land Review
in 2016 said of LEB 3 'given the residential setting it is unlikely to be suitable for employment uses'
Throughout the Local Plan Publication Draft, the HDC constantly concedes that 'mitigation' will be
required around LEB 3 in the following areas amongst others: • Flooding • Habitat Loss • Noise • Light
pollution • Hours of business • Air Quality In addition to those areas they state that 'trees and hedgerows
should be retained' and landscape planting (25meter width) would be required to 'establish separation
between the development and residences' LEB 3 has dozens of mature trees and hundreds of meters
of hedge rows, plus much wildlife including:- • Bats • Deer • Buzzards • Sparrow hawks • Barn Owls •
Woodpeckers Climate change is a big world wide problem at the moment. HDC acknowledges this
problem and it states in the Local Plan Draft Publication July 2019; - 'A proposal will be supported
where it: maximises health outcomes, including those that reduce health inequalities and mitigate
climate change by improving active travel and walkability' I suggest that building an employment
development that is not well provided for by public transport and is beyond walking and cycling distance
for the majority of the employees will not mitigate climate change at all. If anything, it is quite the reverse
as the dependence on the private motor car will be enhanced. Air quality is also a big problem that
HDC recognises. The Local Plan Draft Publication July 2019 8.28 states: - 'The council will categorise
the proposal based upon the risk to air quality that the development is likely to represent. The main
concern will be to identify proposals for development that will lead to significant increases in traffic,
particularly of heavy goods vehicles, that are likely to have a significant impact on air quality wherever
they are located. In this respect generally only major development is likely to pose significant risk.'
LEB 3 will be a major development with high dependence on the use of heavy goods vehicles and so
HDC is acknowledging that air quality will be a problem. Why then are they so keen to site it next to a
residential area? Given that HDC acknowledges how many environmental problems there would be
with LEB 3, surely it becomes unsound to proceed with development on this site. Information HDC
has been poor at communicating their plans to local communities. This was particularly highlighted to
me today (11/09/19) when a glossy information leaflet of four sides of A4 was delivered to my house.
It has details of road closures around Northallerton due to the upcoming UCI Road World Championships
in late September 2019. There is only mention of Northallerton and not the wider community. I live at
Leeming Bar and so am not particularly interested in Northallerton, and on top of all that there are
dozens and dozens of road signs already around the area giving times of local road closures. HDC
must be arrogant enough to assume that we all must know what is happening in Northallerton! Does
HDC really need to send round a costly glossy leaflet to villages around Northallerton for a fleeting
event that will have little significant lasting effect? Compare this to a huge proposed Industrial Estate
at LEB 3 where no leaflets have been sent and little information has been made readily available to
affected residents. LEB 3 will have a great lasting effect for decades to come. HDC has a duty to inform
residents of its plans and has been very poor either intentionally or not, at doing so. Their actions have
made the process unsound. Other Points At a recent meeting with residents about LEB 3, HDC's Mick
Jewitt said that we should look at the 'bigger picture' regarding this development. I personally do look
at the bigger picture every morning when I open my bedroom curtains and look east from Low Street
across green field land right over to the Hambleton Hills. That view will be destroyed if LEB 3 goes
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ahead. It seems to me that HDC consider Leeming Bar to be purely industrial and that the residents
health and wellbeing is worth sacrificing for the good of the remainder of the district. It is good to note
that none of them live here!
Comment by

Mrs Sue Darbyshire (1043814)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Representation for Hambleton District Council Local Plan and specifically proposed employment
development LEB3 I believe the above development is not sound and is not legally compliant. Firstly
I would like to address the lack of communication with local residents, some of whom received
information through the post, many didn't. The comments on the consultation in 2017 were not posted
onto the portal until 18 months later, just 3 weeks before the deadline for representations on the local
plan. Many of the residents do not have access or find it too difficult to find the relevant information
on the website therefore they have had no idea of what has been proposed. There have been no
notices posted at the site, no flyers sent to residents and none of the residents bordering the proposed
site have been informed as required by the Town and Country Planning Act 2015 I do not believe a
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development of the size (20.65ha) is justified. Hambleton District Council is earmarking this site for
B1 B2 & B8, all "blue collar" industries. HDC have identified themselves a shortage of blue collar
workers within the district. So they will be providing employment for workers living in other districts,
as is the case on the existing industrial estates and therefore there will be no local economic benefit.
The ONS estimate a population increase in Hambleton of only 1.1% up to 2026.There is approximately
3% unemployment in the region. 50% of the adult population are qualified to NVQ4 and above and
25% are over 65. These figures do not support the need for this 81, 82, 88 development. Leeming Bar
has poor public transport links, no rail link. Workers for this development would be reliant on car travel,
creating more congestion on local roads and increased carbon emissions. The HDC say they are
committed to reduce CO2 and other greenhouse gas emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.
They say ways to address Climate Change impacts are Encourage the reuse of buildings, previously
developed land and encourage sustainable travel. This development does not address any of these
issues, it encourages more pollution through increased cars and HGV's, lighting and air quality. There
are unused areas of land on existing employment sites and brownfield land. Sites of this type should
be developed near to where the workforce is with good public transport. This proposed development
is on grade 2 arable land that is currently farmed. It is home to Deer, Badger, Buzzards, Sparrow
hawks, Bats, Owls and many smaller species. There are many trees, hedgerows and wild flowers
which are essential for the biodiversity of the countryside. We need to preserve our farmland. The land
in question is a flood plain, liable to standing surface water after heavy rain. There is standing water
at 1 metre depth, shifting sand and the houses bordering the site are built on reinforced foundations
with septic tanks. The Employment Land Review 2016 commissioned by HDC says that much of this
land is deemed unsuitable for industrial use "Given the residential setting it is unlikely to be suitable
for employment use" The site is bordered along the western boundary by houses and bungalows with
a touring caravan park across Low Street. If allowed the residential area of Low St, Leases Rd, Ashlands,
Lowlands, Willow Gardens and other small housing areas, approximately 100 residential properties,
would be completely surrounded by industry with the existing 2 industrial estates on the west and Vale
of Mowbray on the south and the proposed development on the east.The residents would be subjected
to increases in noise, light and air pollution and unsocial transport movement. This will have a negative
impact on residents health causing stress related illnesses and putting more costs and pressure on
the National Health Service. Surely the health and wellbeing of the residents of Leeming Bar should
be considered more important than an industrial development. The council should be encouraging
tourism at Leeming Bar. There is a Caravan Park, whose visitors bring revenue to the area, but won't
if it is surrounded by industry. A Heritage Railway who have plans to develop the old station for
educational school visits, which bring tourists and revenue for the shops and public houses in the
village. An industrial site will provide nothing to the village the workers will spend their earnings where
they live. Currently many workers on the existing Industrial estates travel into the area from Teesside
and West Yorkshire. Middlesboro' has 8% unemployment Stockton 5% Hartlepool 9.6%. This is where
the B1 B2 B8 sites should be placed, where the workers are, to replace the industries that have been
lost in these areas. Leeming Bar, situated where it is, is the Gateway to the Dales and Moors. We
don't need a monstrous industrial site to spoil this. I wish to be present at the hearing sessions.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mrs Louise Baldwin (1225170)

Comment ID

LPreg19-208
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing to you and sending a copy of this letter to my Local Ward Councillor’s Mike Barningham,
Carl Les , John Noone and Member of Parliament Rishi Sunak to object in the strongest possible terms
to the application referenced above for the doubling of the industrial area surrounding mine and other
domestic accommodation in Leeming Bar. I also have the support of many neighbouring residents
who are in support of our deep concerns. The proposed development of land for Industry will result
in the loss of agricultural land, wildlife habitats and a loss of open spaces and views for the residents.
Our amenity as residents will be severely impaired. We moved to Leeming Bar with our children almost
seven years ago, one of the main attractions being the open aspect of countryside towards the
Hambleton Hills afforded by the slightly elevated position across the Vale of York for us all to enjoy.
The view was a major factor in our determination to purchase the property at a premium price. We
already have an industrial site to the west of us. The proposed development will result in us being
completely surrounded by industrial units with the loss of the open aspect to the countryside and thus
having a detrimental effect on our amenity and quality of life. It is also likely that the value of our
property will be severely affected. The proposed development will inevitably lead to increase pollution
in air quality, light and noise. The constant movement of vehicles combined with the yard vehicles with
their safety warning devices will be felt and heard by residents in a completely unacceptable way. The
sheer scale of the proposed development will turn a residential community into a residential enclave
and have a devastating effect on the mental well-being of my family and our neighbours. There is so
much land available in the District, why cannot the Council identify a less intrusive and damaging site
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for this development? We are very concerned that the application would exacerbate the current
concern over the lack of control over parking of HGVs in Leeming Bar. We suffer constantly from illegal
overnight parking the constant noise of the vehicles refrigeration units keeping us awake and worse,
the daily dumping of lorry drivers’ excrement in residents’ gardens. No reassurance through the planning
process would ever be adequate to deal with this. We have concluded that the Public Spaces Protection
Order issued by HDC is completely ineffective. On 28th August 2019 I wrote to Lisa Wilson, the
Communities Manager for Hambleton District Council and asked how many fixed penalties had been
issued for Vehicles in breach of the PSPO order. I was informed that no fixed penalties had been
issued but they are continuing to issue educational leaflets to drivers. How will this be policed if the
industrial land is to be doubled? I did write back to the Communities Manager and asked why no fixed
penalties had been issued and I am yet to receive a reply. These are the kind of issues faced by
residents who find themselves next door to Industrial Trading Sites. The fact that this proposal is
planning to DOUBLE the size of the industrial area will only compound these issues and cause even
greater concern to residents. We don’t think the HDC is acting in the interests of their residents. We
consider it to be totally unfair that HDC plan to double (approximately 30Ha) the requirements of land
for industrial use around Leeming Bar. An independent report by GL Hearn (commissioned by the
council) showed Hambleton needs 34.7 Ha of land for the whole of the County – not just Leeming Bar.
The council’s proposals used the “upper end of range figures which were not entirely plausible”. This
professional opinion raises serious question as it would imply that the HDC is acting against professional
advice and the community wishes in pushing forward this application particularly when it is clearly not
necessary or required even under the Council’s own District Plan document. We question the actions
of HDC further in proposing this land for industrial development. According to “The Employment Land
Review in 2016” it was stated that given the residential setting it is unlikely the site to be suitable for
employment uses. Leeming Bar has a high level of retired residents and there are not enough local
residents to fill local job vacancies. Local businesses, such as Vale of Mowbray and R&R Ice cream
are constantly advertising for posts to be filled. Surely developing land for Industry would make more
sense nearer points of a higher population density and potential workforce such as Bedale, Northallerton
or Thirsk, areas of which have planned residential development. The proposed development will have
a devastating effect on the community of Leeming Bar. The sheer scale of the proposal will
fundamentally change the balance of our community from being an active, social, economically thriving
entity into a failed village as people inevitably decide to move to less industrial surroundings, ripping
the soul out of the community. As a community we have worked so hard to improve the quality of our
lives, indeed the HDC have actively encouraged this. In 2017 a Co-Op convenience store was opened.
Planning requirements required by HDC was that parking for the store would be at the back leaving
the front of the shop as a place where residents could come together and through various local activities
forge a sense of community and belonging, essential for a thriving Leeming Bar. Benches strategically
placed support this claim. The Community came together for “Tour De Yorkshire” when the race came
through Leeming Bar. Wensleydale Railway has opened a “Community Hub” to encourage residents
and local schools to visit. If HDC allow more industrial development around Leeming Bar then for the
reasons given above this would destroy the community and the village surrounded as it would be by
unwanted industrial units. During the consultation on Alternative Sites and Local Green Space
Designations in April to June 2017, I objected and supported my objections with very clear views as
to why I thought an alternative site should be sought. I received correspondence back from HDC that
my comments would be made available for public viewing. However I received an email on 20th August
2019 from James Campbell the Planning Policy Manager informing me that due to an “administrative
error” my views were not made publicly viewable. I feel this is in breach of HDC’s “Statement of
Community Involvement”, it has taken two years for the error to be noticed and rectified. If it is the
intention of HDC to recommend approval of this application may we formally request that consideration
to the application is heard by the full Planning Council in order that we residents will have the opportunity
to have our collective voices heard. We sincerely hope that as Case Officer you will recognise the
undesirability of this application and therefore to recommend refusal.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
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Comment by

David Stockport (1225284)

Comment ID

LPreg19-212

Response Date

11/09/19 15:12

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-11 David Stockport
LPreg19-212_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The area to the N of VOM factory and east of
Leases Road is residential and totally unsuited for industrial development. Any development will cause
loss of countryside will be very detrimental in terms of noise and increase of traffic and light pollution.
It will totally change the character of the village of Leeming Bar. The development is unnecessary
bringing industrial development to an area of low unemployment. The comments of the ‘Hearn’ report
regarding the implausibility of the Council’s figure needs to be noted. This Council has not earned the
name Shambleton for nothing.
Comment by

Mrs Jo Sawyer (1225501)

Comment ID

LPreg19-256
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Response Date

15/09/19 22:07

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.11

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I would like to raise my objections to the local plan proposed by Hambleton Council. The plan is not
legally compliant not sound The plan does not have Legal compliance as 1. There has been a failure
to consider the views of residents received during the consultation in 2017. The comments from the
consultation were not made available until mid August 2019. 2. There has been a failure to communicate
with residents. There has not been direct communication with the residents affected by LEB3 by the
council. There has been no publicity on their website until only one prior to the end of the period for
Local Plan representations. 3. There has been a failure to be open and transparent. For example, the
report on the assessment of land to the west side of the A1 has only been received by a local resident
last week. This is 2 1/2 years after it was written and available to the Hambleton cabinet members.
The Local Plan is not sound 1. There has been a failure to calculate the required amount of housing
correctly. The amount of land previously allocated to housing is more than required to meet the figures
in the Local Plan. 2. There has been a failure to take into account the employment conditions in
Hambleton. Current unemployment is 3.1% and below the national average. Local employers struggle
to find local staff and have them transported from further afield. The types of jobs available do not pay
well. The proposed LEB3 industrial estate would likely continue these low paid roles. 3. There is a
failure to consider the detrimental impact on the community. Leeming Bar is a desirable place to live,
and surrounding the village on three sides with industry will directly affect several hundred residents.
4. There is a failure to appreciate the long term losses on agricultural land, habitats and ecosystems.
Although the land isn’t a SSSI, loss of green belt land cannot and will not be replaced. I hope that the
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Local Plan will be rejected and when the council reconsider their approach, that LEB3 will be removed
from their consideration
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mrs Catherine Farquhar (1225487)

Comment ID

LPreg19-250

Response Date

15/09/19 20:23

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.6

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Askew Moor, East of leg Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses and
my concerns about Hamilton's Local Plan are as follows: How can this decision be just when a previous
plan for industrial buildings on this area was already turned down? There will be no local benefit for
Leeming Bar and the surrounding villages - as unemployment is only 3.1 % in this area there are not
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sufficient people to fill the job vacancies that will become available , thus necessetating the new
workforce having to drive in to the area ( as there is no public transport serving the area ) creating
increased traffic ,emitting more air pollution ( which the Government are attempting to lessen) and
creating more noise pollution for those living in the area. Also, as the workforce will be travelling from
out of the local area, there will be no financial benefit to the local economy. Once more there will be
a huge loss of green fields, trees and hedgerows - this already happened when the Bedale Bypasss
route was created , to the detriment of the villagers who live in this area. Local businesses would also
be detrimental affected - why would tourists come to stay at the local Caravan Park once the beautiful
views and tranquility have been replaced by industrial units causing light and noise pollution ? The
building of the proposed Industrail Site will totally change the character of the village, to the detriment
of all those living there. I urge you to reconsider your proposal and to preserve this beautiful green
site area.
Comment by

Monica Cole (1225707)

Comment ID

LPreg19-323

Response Date

16/09/19 13:43

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-16- M Cole_LPreg19-323 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The lack of communication with local people
The destruction of a greenfield site The need for further industrial expansion is not clear workers
currently travel from Darlington and Middlesbrough as businesses cannot recruit locally The plan is
not sound environmentally
Comment by

Mr Simon Smith (1225636)

Comment ID

LPreg19-303

Response Date

17/09/19 10:50

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.9

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The allocation of land at Leeming Bar is supported as is the level of allocation proposed (20.65ha).
Both reflect the strategic role of Leeming Bar to provide employment land to meet the future needs of
the district to 2035 and to enable delivery of the Council’s Economic Strategy ‘A Place to Grow’ which
promotes inward investment. The scale of allocation means that LEB3 is best-suited to meet the need
for employment land at Leeming Bar at a single site. It is well-related to the existing Industrial Estate
with immediate access from the A1 and so with good connection to the strategic national transport
network. Part of site LEB3 is owned by the Representor and is suitable and available for development
for employment purposes as part of the wider allocation. Access to LEB3 could be achieved directly
from the Bedale By-pass but, if this for any reason was not feasible, could be achieved from a new
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spur taken from the existing roundabout (created to accommodate the Bedale By-pass). The access
would pass through land which forms part of a site previously assessed for allocation in the Local Plan
and known as B/004/010. This land is owned by the representor and would be available for such use.
However, the proposed safeguarding of 10 ha of land (SAFEGUARD (Lbar Ext)) to the east of LEB3
is not supported. Future employment development would be better achieved on the site formerly known
as B/004/010 before resorting to the land proposed to be safeguarded. The proposed safeguarded
land represents a major extension into open countryside which will be highly visible from the by-pass.
In contrast Site B/004/010 is contained on all sides by development: the existing industrial estate,
LEB3, the by-pass and development forming part of Leeming Bar to the south. Although smaller than
the land proposed to be safeguarded it should be first used to meet future employment needs before
encroaching further into open countryside. Although site B/004/010 was initially identified as a Preferred
Site it is not clear why it has been excluded from the Publication Draft of the Plan. Employment use
was supported by the owner. However, the site appears to have been assessed only for housing
purposes in the Sustainability Appraisal submitted with the PLP. This is evident from questions 11, 13
and 15 of the Appraisal which refers to site B/004/010 ‘only being considered for residential development’
and ‘has the potential to provide mix of housing types, and tenures’. If it had been properly assessed
for employment purposes it is likely to have ‘scored’ better than the SAFEGUARD (Lbar Ext) site with
red scores unlikely for question 5c) in the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment (is the development in
an area where noise, dust light or smell is likely to cause nuisance to new or existing residents?) or
5d) (is the proposed preferred use for the site appropriate to the land uses of the surrounding land?).
Policy EG1 is considered sound in respect of the amount of land to be provided in the district for
employment purposes, the general location of such land along principal transport corridors and the
allocation of LEB3. However, Policy EG1 is not considered to be sound in its allocation of site
SAFEGUARD (Lbar Ext) to provide additional capacity to the allocated employment land provision.
This approach is neither effective nor justified. The site known as B/004/010 should be allocated in its
place to make the Plan sound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Policy EG1 is not considered to be sound in its allocation of site SAFEGUARD (Lbar Ext) to provide
additional capacity to the allocated employment land provision. This approach is neither effective nor
justified.
The site known as B/004/010 should be allocated in its place to make the Plan sound.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
To ensure that the benefits of the proposed change to safeguarded land can be fully understood
Comment by

Miss Helen Darbyshire (1045810)

Comment ID

LPreg19-521

Response Date

17/09/19 16:33

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 Helen Darbyshire
LPreg19-521_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing to show my objections to the proposed Employment Development Site at Leeming Bar
(ALT/B/004/033/E) My reasons for this are as follows: - Firstly, there is no need for type B1, B2 and
B8 developments/employment type in this area. Most of the employees currently working in the Leeming
Bar Industrial estates travel from other areas, Teesside, for example. This means both that the local
area economy does not benefit from their wages being spent and also that they have to travel to the
area resulting in more traffic/higher level of vehicular pollution. The proposals have clearly not taken
this into consideration as even more people would be travelling from other areas to work. There are
poor public transport links to these areas and so more cars would be travelling into Leeming Bar
increasing the pollution and noise. I also do not think that Hambleton has been legally compliant with
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the proposal, the original responses and comments from 2017 were not made public until 3 weeks
before the deadline for responses to this consultation period ends. This agricultural land should be
retained to help Hambleton’s farming population keep producing good quality local produce and to
give the spectacular wildlife somewhere to live. There are Deer, Badgers, Buzzards, Sparrow Hawks,
Squirrels and many other species of animal that are important for the biodiversity of the area. If these
proposals were to go ahead the current residential area would be completely surrounded by industry
which would have a very negative impact on the residents health and quality of life. This in turn will
mean increased pressure on the local NHS services. In addition to the reasons above there is also
the fact this will mean a lot of local residents, my family included, will have the reason they moved to
Leeming Bar destroyed, the magnificent views over the hills and the wildlife which spills into their
garden moved on and no longer able to make it through.
Comment by

Robert Cook (1223413)

Comment ID

LPreg19-83

Response Date

12/08/19 13:37

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.13

Files

2019-08-12 Cook LPreg19-83_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… With the recent residential developments in the
surrounding area this development would further decrease the land available to wildlife, vital to the
local ecosystem, pollution of crops, carbon storage, and flood water retention. In addition with the
contraction of the UK economy in Q1-2 of this year, and forecasted growth reduction. Developing
additional land for industry does not seem wise at the current time.
Comment by

Mr Craggs (1038803)

Comment ID

LPreg19-165

Response Date

04/09/19 15:09

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-04 P Craggs LPreg19-165_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Pembroke Caravan Park brings tourism into
area which benigits local people if this goes ahead it will totally surround the park who wants to go on
holiday in the middle of an industrial estate. This could potentially close park with a knock on effect to
other small business and our loss of livelihood. People already employed on estate are nearly all from
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outside area and have to travel to work surely jobs need to be created where there is a potential
workforce. We already suffer from traffic noise and light pollution to add more is unacceptable.
Comment by

Brian Pat Savage (1223428)

Comment ID

LPreg19-86

Response Date

19/08/19 14:24

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.13

Files

2019-08-12 Savage LPreg19-86 no text on
card_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…
Comment by

Gareth Willoughby (1223379)

Comment ID

LPreg19-69

Response Date

23/08/19 11:52
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Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-12 Willoughby LPreg19-69_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. The local
roads are already too busy with traffic and lorries and not big enough to deal with the volume of traffic.
Another site will just exacerbate this further. 2. The damage to the countryside and an area of natural
beauty will be irreparable, with a unacceptable loss of habitats 3. The local area will be unlikely to
benefit from any substantial development as unemployment is already way below average. In fact I
am really concerned about the impact on local businesses and tourism in the area 4. It is too close to
residential areas and will cause too much noise pollution.
Comment by

Mr David Harris (1095050)

Comment ID

LPreg19-721

Response Date

17/10/19 10:15

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email
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Files

2019-09-17 Vale of Mowbray.JPG
2019-09-17 Aiskew Moor.JPG
2019-09-17 D Harris_redacted.pdf
2019-09-17 Aiskew Moor LEB 3_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I wish to object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar, (LEB3) (ALT/B/004/033/E) being
allocated for employment uses. The local plan is not legally compliant for the following reasons: 1.
Failure to properly assess & provide information on alternative sites Councillors & council Officials
have led residents to believe that two alternative sites to the west of the A1 have been assessed. One
of the responses given was that if sited to the west there would be a significant impact on the landscape.
I fail to understand why this can be considered more important than the negative impact it would have
if sited to the east & to the people who live there. I believe that HDC have not seriously considered
the other sites but are led by local company influence & its own desire for LEP funding. If serious about
the other two sites HDC would have requested money to enable surveys to be carried out. The two
amounts of money they asked for £43,500 on 5th December 2017 & £67,000 on 4th September 2018
were both allocated to the Aiskew Moor site. This implies that this has been the only site that has been
seriously considered I spoke to one of the main land owners on Monday 9th December & he said that
he is refusing HDC or any contractors hired by HDC, access onto his land & that if they trespass he
will sue them. It is, therefore, not possible for HDC to have carried out survey work on the land 2.
Failure to follow recommendations of independent reports commissioned by HDC. A report by GL
Hearn showed that Hambleton needs 34.7 Ha of land for the whole county, not just Leeming Bar. The
council’s proposals used the “upper end of range figures which were not entirely plausible”. The local
plan would allow industry development on a huge scale of over 30 Ha around Leeming Bar only. The
Employment Land Review in 2016 said that “given the residential setting it is unlikely to be suitable
for employment use”. 3. Fails to make information available to local residents & the community. The
local planning authority must ensure that proposed submission documents are available for inspection.
Submissions from the alternative sites consultation in 2017 were not made available until 22nd August
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2019, less than three weeks before the representations period will close. On 12th September, six days
before the end of the representations period, a brief paragraph beginning “Still time to make comments
on Hambleton’s New Local Plan”, appeared on This is Northallerton & Thirsk, a twice monthly online
newsletter sent out by the HDC business & economy team. 4. Failure to consult all landowners: As
Leemng Bar residents whose property was initially included in the designated area LEB3, we were
not contacted by HDC’s planning department to request the inclusion of our property in the plan. We
were told of the proposed development by a landowner neighbour who showed us a letter he had
received from HDC planning department. I contacted the planning department & was told that this had
been an oversight & our property should not have been included but that there was no need for concern
as the area would all be landscaped if the development were to go ahead. However, on a plan included
in Public Document pack for the HDC cabinet meeting 5th December 2017, our property was still
included & one of the statements within the pack said that all landowners were agreeable to their land
being included in the local plan. This was not true as we hadn’t been consulted. In more recent
conversations it would appear that the “three main landowners” had been consulted & not all as we
had been led to believe. The local plan is not sound for the following reasons: 1.No local workforce –
There is near full employment in Hambleton so workers are travelling here from other areas. Around
100 workers travel to the Vale of Mowbray factory on a daily basis from Teesside. They are always
advertising for staff & cannot fulfil the majority of positions locally. The majority of workers at the big
companies on the industrial estate are from Eastern Europe. These workers are not contributing to
our local economy i.e. they are not spending their wages here of paying council tax in the district. 2.
No public transport – There is limited public transport in the area meaning that workers have to travel
into the area by car therefore contributing to carbon emissions at time when councils should be aiming
to reduce them. HDC talks about being an environmentally-friendly council but siting an industrial
estate in such a place where people all have to travel to by car goes completely against their so-called
principles. Fails on three of Hambleton District Council’s Priorities: Enhancing health & wellbeing –
Speaking from experience, the health & wellbeing of Leeming Bar residents has suffered greatly since
residents became aware of the proposed industrial estate & also for those living in the vicinity of the
existing industrial estate. As well as taking up valuable time in a constant battle with the authority which
is supposed to be supporting residents, the stress & constant worry is a huge burden. Added to that,
some of the biggest companies on the industrial estate & no doubt looking towards future expansion,
are manufacturing products such as ice-cream, soft drinks & pies which are adding to the health issues
of our country. Caring for the environment – If this development happens on fields with surrounding
trees & hedgerows then it will be detrimental to the environment. The surrounding land supports many
endangered species whose habitat will be further eroded. Providing a special place to live – No-one
in this area of Leeming Bar has any desire to live on an industrial estate. We have long been aware
of the many issues facing residents on Leases Road who live alongside the industrial estate & who
are experiencing anti-social behaviour on a grand scale. HDC has recently put in place a public space
protection order around the existing industrial estate to protect residents from the anti-social behaviour
of some lorry drivers. This behaviour includes, dangerous parking, noise from refrigeration units &
traffic movement at all hours, litter, using the pavements as an open toilet & throwing human excrement
into residents’ gardens.The PSPO is currently proving difficult implement & it is being ignored. Residents
should not be put in the position of having to live with this behaviour & the fact that HDC have been
forced to put a PSPO in place is proof that siting industrial estate or the inappropriate expansion of
them in residential areas is going to create more of the same issues. If this development goes ahead
[REDACTED] will be surrounded by industrial units, as will others in our street. It is wrong & it is
un-acceptable. Tourism - The Pembroke Caravan Park has been supporting the tourism industry for
many years hosting vistors to the Wensleydale Railway & being centrally placed for those touring
surrounding areas such as the Yorkshire Dales to the west & the North Yorkshire Moors to the east.
At the meeting with HDC on 21st August 2019, [REDACTED], one of the owners expressed his concerns
which were “Who would want to stay on a caravan park in the middle of industrial estate?” The council
leader present, Mick Jewitt, then made a comment which insinuated that the caravan park was of little
importance as the wider picture had to be considered. Prime agricultural land will be lost for ever –
NFU president, Minette Batters has recently expressed concern about our decline of self-sufficiency
as a nation. In 1984 our country was 78% self-sufficient but new figures put the level of self-sufficiency
at only 61%. The NFU recognise that the UK will never be totally self-sufficient, but with an ever
increasing population, they are calling on the government to make sure it doesn’t fall below this level.
This call was made on 11th August this year, twelve days into this representations period & the day
our country would have run out of food had we been reliant on only British food from January 1st. The
Aiskew Moor site is grade 2 agricultural farmland & is constantly in use for growing valuable crops. It

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 153

should remain this way. Conclusion I am requesting that the independent inspector who considers the
local plan takes into consideration all the issues that have been raised by those who have responded
to it. The procedure & the reasons behind the selection of the Aiskew Moor site need to be thoroughly
investigated & any development of it rejected. I would like to participate at the hearings sessions should
the inspector wish to discuss any of the issues I have raised.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mrs Gemma McManus (1225459)

Comment ID

LPreg19-727

Response Date

16/09/19 13:39

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-16 McManus LPreg19-727_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This is my representation regarding the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar, (LEB3)
(ALT/B/004/033/E) being allocated for employment uses. The local plan is not legally compliant for
the following reasons: 1. Failure to make information available to the public. There has been a consistent
lack of communication to the public throughout the consultation process the both on the plan as a
whole & with residents in the locality of LEB3. The only members of the public who received any
information by letter or email about the current representations period were those who had responded
to the Alternative Sites Consultation in 2017. There was no attempt made to inform the wider public
by any means. This issue was raised at a meeting with a council leader, local councillors & planning
officers on 21st August 2019. One of the planning officers said that they (HDC) had no control over
what the press chose to print insinuating that a press release had been sent out, though we have not
seen any evidence of this. Following this meeting the comments from the Alternative Sites Consultation
(date 2017) were then made available on HDCs portal, more than 3 weeks into the representations
period. On 12th September, six days before the end of the representations period, a brief paragraph
beginning “Still time to make comments on Hambleton’s New Local Plan”, appeared on This is
Northallerton & Thirsk, a twice monthly online newsletter sent out by the HDC business & economy
team. The majority of people who have contacted HDC planning department with their comments on
the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) have done so because a group of Leeming bar
residents, at their own expense, produced a leaflet in an attempt to make the people of Leeming Bar
& surrounding villages aware & give them the opportunity to respond. We believe that many have done
so. 2. Failure to consult all landowners: As the relative of Leeming Bar residents, whose property was
initially included in the designated area LEB3, I know that they were not contacted by HDC’s planning
department to request the inclusion of their property in the plan. They were first made aware of the
plan, when an adjoining landowner showed them a copy of the letter he had received. They contacted
the planning department and were told that this had been an oversight and they should not have been
included but that there was no need for concern as the area would all be landscaped if the development
were to go ahead. However, on a plan included in Public Document pack for the HDC cabinet meeting
5th December 2017, their property was still included and one of the statements within the pack said
that all landowners were agreeable to their land being included in the local plan. As my relatives had
not been consulted, they could not have agreed. If they had been consulted, they would not have
agreed. 3. Failure to properly consider alternative sites & to make reports available to the public. The
Employment land review (2016) refered to potential employment land to the west of the A1 but no
further information appears to be available. During the Alternative Sites Consultation many respondents
suggested that a site on the West of the A1 would be more suitable because if sited there, an industrial
estate would have much less impact on residents than it would if the Aiskew Moor site were to be
developed. On 4th December 2017, my relatives emailed a number of HDC councillors asking why
the west side of the A1 hadn’t been considered and received only one reply which was from Councillor
Brian Phillips. He said that advice from landscape consultants was that there would be a significant
impact on the landscape. This has also been confirmed verbally by councillor David Webster and
Executive Director of the council Mick Jewitt. If such a study has been carried out, I do not accept that
to site an industrial estate on the Aiskew Moor site would have any less of an impact on the landscape
and additionally will have a significant impact on the people who live there. After a cabinet meeting on
2nd July 2019 I questioned Mr Jewitt about the market appraisal study which was allegedly carried
out after the cabinet approved a request for £43,500 to be granted for this and other feasibility studies
in December 2017. My family run a small business in the heart of the proposed industrial estate and
had not been contacted in relation to such a study. Mr Jewitt said that infact, HDC had not approached
companies but that they had been approached by large businesses on the existing industrial estate
who were desperate to acquire more land. He was later asked, if the said companies had specifically
identified this piece of land as opposed to any other and he said yes. I do not believe it is appropriate
for such companies to dictate to the council which land they would like to acquire at the expense of
the people who live in the area. It has been noted that the Vale of Mowbray company is one of the
land owners within the Aiskew moor site. 4. Failure to have carried out all feasibility studies prior to
the release of the Local Plan Publication Draft. One of the major landowners of the Aiskew Moor site
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has recently told my family that, until such a time as he is paid for the land taken by compulsory
purchase order for the construction of the bypass, then he will not allow the council or contractors
employed by the council on to his land to carry out surveys. If this is the case, then it will not have
been possible for feasibility studies on this piece of land to have been carried out. 5. Failure to follow
recommendations of independent reports commissioned by HDC. For example a report by GL Hearn
showed that Hambleton needs 34.7 Ha of land for the whole county, not just Leeming Bar.The council’s
proposals used the “upper end of range figures which were not entirely plausible”. The Employment
Land Review in 2016 said that “given the residential setting it is unlikely to be suitable for employment
use. The local plan is not sound for the following reasons: Use of out date data Almost full employment
in Hambleton – not needed Workers brought in from outside Hambleton especially from Teeside cross border issues, taking workers from other districts Tourism – caravan park – who would want to
stay on in middle of industrial estate? Prime (grade 2) agricultural land for growing valuable crops
Hambleton District Council have four Priorities FAILS ON 2, 3 & 4: Driving economic vitality Enhancing
health & wellbeing Caring for the environment Providing a special place to live Additional issues:
Feasibility studies carried out?
Comment by

Mrs Carole Foster (1100183)

Comment ID

LPreg19-373

Response Date

16/09/19 15:10

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-16 C Foster_Lpreg 19- 373 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
Objections to Hambleton Local Plan in relation to Leeming Bar/Aiskew Moor Site (LEB3) I would like
to object to land at Aiskew Moor, Leeming Bar (LEB3) being included in Hambleton's Local Plan as I
believe it is unsound and not legally compliant. My reasons for this are as follows Unsound I think the
proposed development is unjustified and inappropriate. Hambleton District Council have not accurately
assessed employment needs of the local area Not Needed There is very low unemployment in the
local area, and the current businesses on the Leeming Bar industrial estate struggle to recruit from
the local area, the majority travel daily from Teesside, adding to already congested roads in the local
area. As they live out of the area they are not contributing to the local economy. Risk to Tourism The
plan poses a risk to tourism in Hambleton and surrounding areas. Leeming Bar is between two prominent
National Parks, The North Yorkshire Moors and The Yorkshire Dales. Current development has already
caused a huge blot on the landscape by poor planning, allowing the erection of a huge, bland building
on a raised area of land to the East of the Al. A new development at Aiskew Moor would be a huge
detriment to a major approach to the Yorkshire Dales Needs of Local Population The local plan is not
sensitive to the needs of the local population. The Bedale, Aiskew, Leeming Bar bypass was recently
constructed to relieve congestion. The recent expansion of the current industrial estate and truck stop
have already greatly added to the volume of traffic on the bypass and surrounding roads. Building a
new industrial estate would cause increased congestion with associated traffic pollution, noise, light
pollution, litter and would greatly add to the current HGV overnight parking problems. When the bypass
was built HDC told residents that they had made Leeming Bar a better place to live, now the are intent
on destroying it as a pleasant village and turning it into a huge industrial estate with a few houses in
the middle. Impact on Leeming Bar The area is currently productive farmland which should be protected,
and local roads, particularly Low Street, are popular recreational areas with lots of families using the
area for walking, cycling, dog walking and horse riding. A local caravan site will be put out of business
as it will be surrounded by industrial units and no-one would choose to holiday in the middle of an
industrial estate. We have lots of local wildlife including deer, owls, foxes, hedgehogs and birds of
prey, these all add to making Leeming Bar a pleasant rural place to live. All these things would be
destroyed. Alternative Sites Hambleton District Council have failed to adequately consider Alternative
Sites. There is land to the west of the Al which residents suggested could be considered during the
Alternative Sites Consultation, but HDC do not appear to have considered them, nor do they have
appeared to have assessed them and they would have much less impact on local residents. HDC
have been asked why these sites are not suitable and have given a variety of totally invalid reasons.
LEB3 is shown as the 'preferred' site, how could it be preferred if no other sites have been considered.
It would appear that current businesses looking to expand are leading HDC in their decision. Not
Legally Compliant Failure to make Alternative Sites proposals public HDC have not complied with the
Council Statement of Community Involvement. The Alternative Sites Consultation responses should
have been made publicly available, this was not done until 3 weeks before the end of the consultation
period. This must be a serious procedural breach as it did not give the local communities adequate
time to respond. Failure to provide assessments of Alternative sites HDC have not provided information
re assessments of Alternative sites, different residents have been given different reasons why other
sites are not suitable, but they do not appear to have been considered or assessed even though they
were proposed by various residents in the Alternative Sites Consultation. Failure to consider the Needs
of the District HDC have not adequately considered the needs of the district, using out of date statistics
on population, employment needs, and housing needs. Standards of honesty and accountability. HDC
do not appeared to have complied with their minimum statutory standard of honesty, accountability
and transparent communication with residents. For the above reasons I consider that Aiskew Moor,
Leeming Bar (LEB3) should not be included in Hambleton Local Plan as I consider it to be unnecessary
and inappropriate, and the plan is Unsound and Not Legally Compliant.
Comment by

Mr Andrew Redman (1097967)

Comment ID

LPreg19-375

Response Date

16/09/19 15:52

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed
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Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-16 A Redman_ LPreg19-375 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Regarding the proposal to develop land in Leeming Bar (LEB 3), I would like to make the following
points as to why I consider this to be totally unsound : • The site is so enormous that it would be totally
out of keeping in this area. The residents would be swamped. • The land is good agricultural land,
presently farmed and with much wildlife, including bats, badgers, deer and buzzards. The countryside
needs such bio-diversity for the health and well-being of all. • Hambleton District does not have a
problem with unemployment. Workers mainly travel into the area from outside and the increase in
worker movement would only increase car movements -greenhouse gases- but not help the local
economy • The beautiful views along the bypass, travelling in either direction would be totally destroyed
and would spoil the effect for tourism - an area which the Council should surely concentrate on for our
future prosperity. • Traffic, including heavy lorry movement would increase and cause further problems.
We already have enough of those in Leeming Bar. Also, surrounding villages, leading into the site
would be adversely affected. Finally, I would like to point out that I feel that the Council has not been
fully open with the residents when asked on the subject of why they feel this particular site is the right
one. Many of us have asked: "why not land to the west of the roundabouts, on the Bedale side?" We
have been told that this would be visually unsuitable. But surely the impact here would be just as bad??
What are they not telling us? Have they already been approached by some company wanting to build
on this particular site? We fear huge warehousing, which would not provide many jobs but which would
involve much noise and pollution to a residential area. We feel that the Council are prepared to ride
roughshod over the residents to whom they owe a duty of care. I would value a chance to attend any
meeting which an inspector convenes.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mr Edward Trenholme (1114621)

Comment ID

LPreg19-377

Response Date

16/09/19 16:19

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-16 E Trenholme LPreg19-377 Redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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I am writing to strongly object to the proposed development of Leeming Bar (ALT/B/004/033/E) which
is included in the local plan. At a meeting with HDC in January 2018 Peter Wilkinson acknowledged
that rather than more jobs for manual workers the area needed employment for graduates and
apprenticeships, therefore I cannot see how the local plan which will be increase the number of jobs
in factories or warehouses helps local people. Currently people travel from Middlesbrough and Darlington
to factories in Leeming Bar as the factories cannot recruit sufficient numbers of local people. Increasing
the number of such jobs does not sound appropriate and I conclude that the plan is not sound. In 2019
it does not make environmental sense to develop businesses/factories miles away from the workforce.
We should be encouraging the development of industry near the workforce rather than developing
industry in an area like Leeming with limited public transport so that workers have to drive considerable
distance to work. The local plan does not address why such a significant increase in employment land
is needed, given that employment in the area is high and many factories rely on workers who live miles
away from Hambleton, and therefore it is unsound. Industrial development in Leeming Bar will adversely
affect residents; the higher levels of light and noise pollution will be detrimental to quality of life of
individuals, as well as to their health and well-being. The views across these green field sites are
stunning and many tourists visiting Pembroke Caravan Park and the Wensleydale Railway, return to
the area regularly because of its natural beauty. If this area is built on, it will impact on tourists as well
as local residents and Pembroke Caravan Park which contributes to the local economy will be threatened
with closure. This caravan park will be adversely affected by the proposed development even though
HDC acknowledge the importance of tourism to the area. Many different species live in these green
field sites and the Council's proposals threaten the habitats of many creatures and the biodiversity of
the area. It is difficult to understand why such a development is needed when the current industrial
area has empty units and some units have never been developed by business. In May 2017 I asked
HDC to consider other sites if such development was deemed necessary instead of prime agricultural
land; however the local plan does not show that such a development is needed and therefore I conclude
that the plan is unsound. For some reason the area east of the A1 in Leeming Bar is the preferred site
however HDC have not made their reasoning explicit. It would appear that there is another agenda
behind this choice which has not been made public and therefore this plan is unsound.
Comment by

Mrs Chris Redman (1114608)
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2019-09-16 C Redman_LPreg19-382 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing to make a representation regarding Hambleton District Council's Local Plan and its
submission of land at Leeming Bar to be used for employment purposes (LEB3). I do not consider this
Local Plan is sound - on so many levels. From the very outset, we, the residents have been told that
there is "a need to provide employment along the Al corridor". But the employment which is currently
provided on the two vast industrial estates already here mainly provides employment to workers from
outside the District, who do not contribute economically to our region. Indeed, Hambleton District
currently enjoys near-full employment and is projected to do so into the future, with an ageing population
which will rely on diverse agriculture and tourism for much of its economic prosperity. The people
currently travelling into Leeming Bar for work do so predominantly by car, as there is no decent network
of public transport and if there is to be an increase in car movement then this will only impact on the
production of harmful greenhouse gas emissions - something nobody wants, not even the Council if
one reads its Local Plan! There are already significant problems with congestion around the local
roundabouts at peak traffic times and with anti social overnight lorry parking and littering- problems
which will only increase if these plans were to go ahead. One business which does bring money into
the local economy- Pembroke Caravan Site - would almost surely go out of business. Who would want
to come and holiday amongst such a huge industrial complex? And Wensleydale Railway would be
likely to be adversely affected, particularly as it aspires to extend the line to Northallerton. No-one is
going to want to see vast expanses of commercial buildings from the window of a Heritage Railway
line - tourism, a very real player in our future economy would be the loser. Again, from the beginning,
the Council has tried to assure us that the development would consist of B1 and B2-type facilities but they have recently included B8 (warehousing), probably so that they cannot be accused of reneging
on their promises, as they did with the second phase of the Coneygarth site here in Leeming Bar,
where we were assured that only food connected businesses would be admitted. Then, when there
was no take-up of that land, they began to let it to non-food companies. Surely proof in itself, that there
is not sufficient demand for more development. We are, in fact, very suspicious of a hidden agenda
in their motives and believe that they already have companies in mind willing to move on site and build
warehousing which would not, in the long run, provide many jobs and certainly not of the type that the
Council professes to want to bring to the area. Vacant B1 and B2 units already exist in Northallerton,
where the Local Plan states it needs to concentrate its housing and economic development because
such facilities can be well-integrated with footpath and cycling networks and public transport links. The
land in question at Leeming Bar is good agricultural land with mature trees and hedgerows supporting
a diverse and precious range of wildlife, and the lane alongside it (Low Street) has become a much-used
and much-valued local asset. People can safely walk, cycle and horse ride along here. The Council
has a duty of care for the health and well-being of its residents and we feel that they are prioritising
economic gains above this. The Council have not been clear as to any measures they would take to
mitigate the impact of development either for the residents or the wildlife. We worry about the added
flood risk once the land was built upon and question how we could be assured that waste water onsite
would be properly managed. Air, light and noise pollution are also huge topics to be tackled and so
far the Council have not proposed anything to reassure us along these lines. Finally, as regards the
Soundness - or lack of it in this case - the proposed development is totally out of proportion in such a
setting. Leeming Bar is a village which already suffers the inconvenience of two busy industrial estates
and another such huge development on this site would utterly swamp it. As regards being legally
compliant, I understand that the Council had a duty to display comments it received during the first
consultation period of this planning process. Something which it did not do and which it hurriedly tried
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to rectify when this was pointed out to officers on 21st August 2019. Residents feel that the Council
has tried to slip this whole project through "under the radar", as it were. On talking to many local people
about the subject, it has been truly amazing to discover just how many people had absolutely no idea
of what the Council was proposing. A simple flier through everyone's door would not have gone amiss
- not everyone buys a local newspaper, looks at their parish noticeboard or, indeed has access to the
internet. And even those people who can go on line find it extremely time consuming, not to say utterly
confusing to try and navigate their way through all the routes to the information they require. Could
this be a deliberate ploy to exasperate the inquirer? If an independent inspector is appointed to look
into this proposal, I would appreciate being invited to any Hearing Sessions and I would advocate that
that inspector visit the site on several occasions, particularly at peak traffic times, to envisage the
impact that this proposal would have.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Please find my response to Hambleton District Council's (DC) proposed Local plan with specific
reference to Leeming Bar (ALT/B/004/033/E or LEB 3. The proposals are neither legally complaint nor
sound with Hambleton DC failing to comply with relevant legislation, previous reports and their own
strategic aims. They have failed to: Give adequate warning to local residents and the wider district
communities that the proposals were available for scrutiny. • The council have discriminated against
those local residents and wider district communities who have not have access to a computer • The
council's whole ethos of consultation is via their website and portal • Only those residents registering
online or by letter their interest receive any updates. Those registering by letter having originally having
to rely on neighbours, family or friends to tell them that such consultation was being offered. When
requested by letter to provide a hard copy of the local plan in order to allow other residents, not having
access to a computer, the chance to consider the proposals the response from Hambleton DC was
via email simply referring the requester to their website Hambleton DC deliberately pick and choose
what they wish to publicise suppressing those that they consider may lead to objections like the Local
Plan. • by contrast in 2018 the council were more than happy to distribute 25,000 leaflets around the
district promoting local markets, and more recently publicised the UCI World Cycling Championship
which will only impact on the district for one or two days • The Local Plan on the other hand, with
permanent long lasting impact, could not be publicised in the same way, according to the council.
Advice and guidance included in previous reports and assessments which identified that the impact
upon the current established village settlement of Leeming Bar was too great to justify such over
development has been ignored in the interest of convenience of established companies on the current
industrial estate, council business rate coffers and potential funding from the Local Enterprise
Partnership. Hambleton DC have failed to give any significant response when asked about any
considerations they have given to alternative sites and requests for assessment reports, if any such
alternative sites were indeed considered, have not been forth coming. The council eventually admitted
that there had been some comments made during the initial consultation period which had conveniently
not been made public due to an 'administrative error'. The employment needs of the District are low
given the low level of unemployment which is consistently low. The substantial majority of employees
currently employed on the present industrial estate reside in Darlington, Stockton and Middlesbrough
and travel to work at Leeming Bar by car. The major employers struggle to fill vacancies and retain
staff, they regularly have to advertise the recurring vacancies. Hambleton DC have failed to have any
meaningful discussion with their colleagues sitting on the councils of Darlington, Stockton and
Middlesbrough who are themselves developing substantial brownfield sites for employment within their
respective areas for employment of residents currently residing in their area or whom they expect to
attract to purchase, rent the substantial number of residential premises currently being built in their
own districts in more convenient area and at a more cost effective price. In the contrast to this Hambleton
will see a fall in the working age population but a rise in over 65's. A rise in the provision of work
opportunities in the urban areas to the north of Hambleton with substantial housing opportunities of
the correct type and cost will mean less people of working age being prepared to travel 30/40 miles
to work for low levels of pay. This in itself will undermine Hambleton DC's calculations and alleged
requirements. The proposal of this Local Plan, particularly in respect of Leeming Bar, flies in the face
of a number of statements made previously by Hambleton DC, like: "Our communities enjoy a high
quality of life with attractive towns, villages and countryside contributing to strong sense of place" "The
agricultural land of the Vales is largely arable and is the foundation of a strong farming and food-related
economy" " ... to secure enhanced retail, cultural, leisure and visitor facilities for ... Bedale" (p35, Local
Plan} "Supporting development that takes available opportunities to mitigate and adapt to climate
change, including minimising greenhouse gas emissions" • There is no real public transport as an
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alternative to the use of the car to attend the industrial site, added to which there will be an inevitable
rise in the transport of freight by road. The local economy will see no real benefit from a doubling of
the size of the current industrial estate to engulf the village: • with employees travelling into and out of
the district with little spend with the district • the local Pembroke Caravan site becoming surrounded
by industrial units leading to it's inevitable demise - who would want to stay on an industrial estate? o
the site currently has around 1500 customers a year visiting local shops, pubs, Wensleydale Railway
with an even greater spend in the wider Hambleton district area. I would wish the Inspector appointed
by the Secretary of State to conduct their inspection on site within the Hambleton area and not off site
by means of computer and documentation. To do the latter would in my opinion undermine the process
by diminishing the impact of an on-site visit and just as important a number of local residents of a
mature age would perhaps find it difficult to travel any distance through poor mobility and expense. I
would wish to speak at any subsequent hearing that the Inspector may choose to hold.
Comment by

Miss caroline redman (1100212)
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LPreg19-427_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton's Local Plan are as follows. • The Employment Land Review in
2016 said the proposed site was "unlikely to be suitable for employment uses" due to its residential
setting. The proposed land would surround a residential area causing noise pollution and light pollution
as well as obscuring views. Precious greenfield sites would be destroyed. • The area attracts tourism
with local attractions such as the Wensleydale Railway and lodgings such as Pembroke Caravan Park
and if the proposed land was to be used this would affect tourism due to the loss of countryside and
views as well as the above mentioned noise/light pollution and increase in traffic. • The village of
Leeming Bar does not have an infrastructure expansive enough to cope with further industrial
development. Roundabouts are already congested and public transport links in the area are poor.
Employment opportunities such as this should be developed in areas where there is already a workforce
(Northallerton/Thirsk for example) so transport links would not be an issue. This is what the Local Plan
states. • The planning has been proposed to increase employment/decrease unemployment in the
area however the surrounding villages do not have a local workforce to facilitate the new development
nor is unemployment in the area high - 3.1% compared to that of 4.5% regionally. Therefore the plan
is unsound as workers would be coming from outside the local economy. Further to the concerns
mentioned above I do not believe that Hambleton Council have adhered to obligations. During the
previous consultation Hambleton District Council did not reply to concerns raised. I, for example, did
not receive a response until August 2019.
Comment by

Miss Jessica Harris (1224022)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The people reading this and making decisions
on this will have little or no regard for the feelings of the; humans, families and animals that call the
village, the fields and the houses surrounding the area propsed for development - home. They will be
completely disconnected with no emotional ties whatsover. So they may find it easy to block that part
out. However id ask them to search their conscience, to think of the families that live their that DO
have an emotional and financial tie to this place. It may mean nothing to you, but it means home to
us. The memories of our house, our garden, our businesses, our retirement, our children/grandchildren
playing in the garden against the back drop of stunning countryside where we might catch a glimpse
of a pheasant or a deer if were very lucky. We people chose to live here because of its location! A
lovely quiet village with great views and connections to the countryside, its a way of life that we chose
when they spent hard earned cash on homes and businesses in this area. It would be great if you
could remember this before turning it into an industrial park! Its evident in recent news that the world
and the government is full speed ahead, thumbs up and pushing for - green spaces, lowering our
impact on the environment, lowering pollution, SAVING the animals, saving their habitat. Completely
everything this plan is looking to destroy. What will the village gain? Nothing - but everything we hoped
to escape when they moved here. It goes against everything Yorkshire and “Village” means to people.
Employment is not needed in this area, ferrying workers in and out aswell as pollution from erecting
the site and then from lorries ferrying goods in and out to the site once opened is simply not acceptable.
Furthermore think to yourself how very rude, that the peoples houses who were included in the plan
we never directly informed by the planning department that their houses were suddenly involved in
this plan - with no consent or even knowledge of such a plan! This will negatively and directly affect
local businesses the caravan park especially, already suffering because of the devlopments to the
other side of their business. It seems alternative sites have not been thoroughly investigated at length.
During the Alternative Sites Consultation many respondents suggested that a site on the West of the
A1 would be more suitable but was not followed through because it would cause significant impact on
the landscape, tell me how does this differ to the landscape that I look out onto on my back garden?
Will that not significantly impact me and my neighbours?
Comment by

Steve and Marion Largent (1226725)
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LPreg196-498_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… All the items highlighted by the ‘Leeming Bar
Action Group’ which are all very relevant for a primarily agricultural area which would be lost and the
effect on the surrounding area. The Local Plan would allow industry development on a huge scale,
approx. 30Ha around Leeming Bar. An independent report by GL Hearn (commissioned by the council)
showed Hambleton needs 34.7 Ha of land for the whole county – not just Leeming Bar. The councils
proposals used the ‘upper end of range figures were not entirely plausible’. The Employment Land
Review in 2016 said of the site ‘given the residential setting it is un-likely to be suitable for employment
uses’. Leeming Bar and the surrounding villages will not benefit from the development – there isn’t the
local workforce. Unemployment is low at 3.1% compared to a regional Yorkshire figure of 4.5%. There
would be a loss of agricultural land, a loss of wildlife habitats, a loss of open spaces and views. There
are concerns over loss of privacy, more light and noise pollution and a negative impact on current
businesses. The character of the village would be lost as the industrial development would almost
encircle the residential areas.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The local plan is not legally compliant for the following reasons: 1. Failure to make information available
to the public. There has been a consistent lack of communication to the public throughout the
consultation process the both on the plan as a whole & with residents in the locality of LEB3. The only
members of the public who received any information by letter or email about the current representations
period were those who had responded to the Alternative Sites Consultation in 2017. There was no
attempt made to inform the wider public by any means. This issue was brought up at a meeting with
a council leader, local councillors & planning officers on 21st August 2019 one of the planning officers
said that they (HDC) had no control over what the press chose to print insinuating that a press release
had been sent out though we have not seen any evidence of this. Following this meeting the comments
from the Alternative Sites Consultation (date 2017) were then made available on HDCs portal, more
than 3 weeks into the representations period. On 12th September, six days before the end of the
representations period, a brief paragraph beginning “Still time to make comments on Hambleton’s New
Local Plan”, appeared on This is Northallerton & Thirsk, a twice monthly online newsletter sent out by
the HDC business & economy team. The majority of people who have contacted HDC planning
department with their comments on the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) have done
so because a group of Leeming bar residents at their own expense, produced a leaflet in an attempt
to make the people of Leeming Bar & surrounding villages aware & give them the opportunity to
respond. We believe that many have done so 2. Failure to consult all landowners: As a Leemng Bar
residents whose property was initially included in the designated area LEB3, neither myself nor my
husband were contacted by HDC’s planning department to request the inclusion of our property in the
plan. We were first made aware of the plan, when an adjoining landowner showed & gave us a copy
of the letter he had received (attached). We contacted the planning department & were told that this
had been an oversight & we should not have been included but that there was no need for concern
as the area would all be landscaped if the development were to go ahead. However, on a plan included
in Public Document pack for the HDC cabinet meeting 5th December 2017, our property was still
included & one of the statements within the pack said that all landowners were agreeable to their land
being included in the local plan. As we had not been consulted we could not have agreed & if we had
been consulted we would not have agreed. 3. Failure to properly consider alternative sites & to make
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reports available to the public. The Employment land review (2016) refered to potential employment
land to the west of the A1 but no further information appears to be available. During the Alternative
Sites Consultation many respondents suggested that a site on the West of the A1 would be more
suitable because if sited there, an industrial estate would have much less impact on residents than it
would if the Aiskew Moor site were to be developed. On 4th December 2017 I emailed a number of
HDC councillors asking why the west side of the A1 hadn’t been considered & received only one reply
which was from Councillor Brian Phillips. He said that advice from landscape consultants was that
there would be a significant impact on the landscape.This has also been confirmed verbally by councillor
David Webster & Executive Director of the council Mick Jewitt. If such a study has been carried out I
do not accept that to site an industrial estate on the Aiskew Moor site would have any less of an impact
on the landscape & additionally will have a significant impact on the people who live there. After a
cabinet meeting on 2nd July 2019 I questioned Mr Jewitt about the market appraisal study which was
allegedly carried out after the cabinet approved a request for £43,500 to be granted for this & other
feasibility studies at a cabinet meeting on December 5th 2017. At a cabinet meeting on 4th September
2018, an additional £67,000 was requested & agreed for further feasibility works at Leeming Bar. It
was stated that initial high level feasibility, market demand & financial viability work had been completed
& reported to the Local Plan Member Working Group & management team. I said that as a small
business in the area, neither I nor my husband had been contacted in relation to such a study. Mr
Jewitt said that in fact, HDC had not approached companies as part the market demand studies, but
that they had been approached by large businesses on the existing industrial estate who were desperate
to acquire more land. He was later asked, if the said companies had specifically identified this piece
of land as opposed to any other & he said yes. I would like to ask the inspector it is appropriate for
companies to dictate to the council which land they would like to acquire at the expense of the people
who live in the area. It has been noted that the Vale of Mowbray Company is one of the land owners
within the Aiskew Moor site. 4. Failure to have carried out all feasibility studies prior to the release of
the Local Plan Publication Draft. One of the major landowners of the Aiskew Moor site has recently
told us that until such a time as he is paid for the land taken by compulsory purchase order for the
construction of the bypass, then he will not allow the council or contractors employed by the council
on to his land to carry out surveys. If this is the case, then it will not have been possible for feasibility
studies on this piece of land to have been carried out. 5. Failure to follow recommendations of
independent reports commissioned by HDC. For example a report by GL Hearn showed that Hambleton
needs 34.7 Ha of land for the whole county, not just Leeming Bar. The council’s proposals used the
“upper end of range figures which were not entirely plausible”. The Employment Land Review in 2016
said that “given the residential setting it is unlikely to be suitable for employment use. The local plan
is not sound for the following reasons: 1.This development is not needed - Hambleton enjoys almost
full employment currently so it is questionable that this proposed development is even required. Local
businesses constantly struggle to recruit locally. Many companies on the current industrial estate rely
on a huge volume of Eastern European workers - this brings into question what will happen after Brexit.
Workers, especially those in the blue collar sector, are also recruited from surrounding districts leading
to cross border migration which is something surrounding districts are keen to avoid. Even the Co-op
store in Leeming Bar is unable to recruit all staff locally & employ workers from districts outside of
Hambleton. This has little financial benefit to Hambleton & none to the residents of Leeming Bar. Fails
on three of Hambleton District Council’s Priorities: . Enhancing health & wellbeing – Speaking from
experience, the health & wellbeing of Leeming Bar residents has suffered greatly since residents
became aware of the proposed industrial estate & also for those living in the vicinity of the existing
industrial estate. As well as taking up valuable time in a constant battle with the authority which is
supposed to be supporting residents, the stress & constant worry is a huge burden. Added to that,
some of the biggest companies on the industrial estate & no doubt looking towards future expansion,
are manufacturing products such as ice-cream, soft drinks & pies which are adding to the health issues
of our country. Caring for the environment – If this development happens on fields with surrounding
trees & hedgerows then it will be detrimental to the environment. The surrounding land supports many
endangered species whose habitat will be further eroded. Providing a special place to live – No-one
in this area of Leeming Bar has any desire to live on an industrial estate. We have long been aware
of the many issues facing residents on Leases Road who live alongside the industrial estate & who
are experiencing anti-social behaviour on a grand scale. HDC has recently put in place a public space
protection order around the existing industrial estate to protect residents from the anti-social behaviour
of some lorry drivers. This behaviour includes, dangerous parking, noise from refrigeration units &
traffic movement at all hours, litter, using the pavements as an open toilet & throwing human excrement
into residents’ gardens.The PSPO is currently proving difficult implement & it is being ignored. Residents
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should not be put in the position of having to live with this behaviour & the fact that HDC have been
forced to put a PSPO in place is proof that siting industrial estate or the inappropriate expansion of
them in residential areas is going to create more of the same issues. If this development goes ahead
[REDACTED] will be surrounded by industrial units, as will others in our street. It is wrong & it is
un-acceptable. Tourism - The Pembroke Caravan Park has been supporting the tourism industry for
many years hosting vistors to the Wensleydale Railway & being centrally placed for those touring
surrounding areas such as the Yorkshire Dales to the west & the North Yorkshire Moors to the east.
At the meeting with HDC on 21st August 2019, [REDACTED], one of the owners expressed his concerns
which were “Who would want to stay on a caravan park in the middle of industrial estate?” The council
leader present, Mick Jewitt, then made a comment which insinuated that the caravan park was of little
importance as the wider picture had to be considered. Prime agricultural land will be lost for ever –
NFU president, Minette Batters has recently expressed concern about our decline of self-sufficiency
as a nation. In 1984 our country was 78% self-sufficient but new figures put the level of self-sufficiency
at only 61%. The NFU recognise that the UK will never be totally self-sufficient, but with an ever
increasing population, they are calling on the government to make sure it doesn’t fall below this level.
This call was made on 11th August this year, twelve days into this representations period & the day
our country would have run out of food had we been reliant on only British food from January 1st. The
Aiskew Moor site is grade 2 agricultural farmland & is constantly in use for growing valuable crops. It
should remain this way. Conclusion I am requesting that the independent inspector who considers the
local plan takes into consideration all the issues that have been raised by those who have responded
to it. The procedure & the reasons behind the selection of the Aiskew Moor site need to be thoroughly
investigated & any development of it rejected. I would like to participate at the hearings sessions should
the inspector wish to discuss any of the issues I have raised. Attachements: Pic 1 showing part of the
proposed industrial estate with potential units & roads. [REDACTED].[This picture has not been attached
for data privacy reasons] Pic 2 a photograph showing part of the Aiskew Moor land nearest to the
bypass. [REDACTED]. Pic 3 is the letter sent to a landowner requesting the land to be made available
if required.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Ms Louise Cole (1097040)

Comment ID

LPreg19-724

Response Date

10/09/19 12:32

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.14
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Appendix E Rishi Sunak MP
letterLPreg19-724_redacted.pdf
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Appendix G Leeming Bar Report March
2017_redactedLPreg19-724.pdf
Appendix A L COLE LPreg19-724 maps view of
Leeming Bar.png
19-09-10 LCOLE Local Plan LPreg
19-724_redacted.pdf
Appendix D L COLE Local Plan submission Aerial
view of alternative sitesLPreg19-724.png
Appendix C LCOLE Local Plan cabinet
minutesLPreg19-724.pdf
Appendix F Mick Jewitt response to Rishi
SunakLPreg19-724_redacted.pdf
Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Please see attached files for full submission 6.1 The Local Plan states: “Hambleton has a lot to offer
for leisure and tourism, including natural landscape beauty, historic sites like Thornborough Henges,
historic houses such as Beningbrough Hall and visitor attractions such as Thorpe Perrow Arboretum.
However, many visitors use the district as a base to visit the Yorkshire Dales, the North York Moors
and other attractions in the region, consequently there is considered to be scope to increase the length
of time visitors stay in the district and spend at local attractions.” 6.2 However, its Leeming Bar/Aiskew
Moor development poses significant risk to tourism businesses at the ‘gateway to the Dales’. 6.3.1
The disproportionately large site allocated on Aiskew Moor will be very visible to any tourists approaching
the dales from the East, either by the bypass, or Morton-on-Swale. 6.3 The current caravan park nearby
will have industrial estates and heavy traffic as a feature on virtually all sides. The Council suggests
this may be mitigated by screening. This is disingenuous at best. I would suggest anyone who has
ever chosen a holiday destination before would not choose one separated from three industrial estates
only by a few trees. 6.4 Richmond Council in its collaborative exchange for the formulation of this Local
Plan has made the point that the Wensleydale Railway is of economic importance to its district as well
as to Hambleton. As the approach to the Wensleydale Railway in Leeming Bar would take potential
visitors past a huge industrial conurbation, if LEB3 is developed, this is unlikely to benefit Richmond
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or Hambleton. 6.5 The NPPF states that: “Planning policies and decisions should enable: a) the
sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business in rural areas, both through conversion of
existing buildings and well-designed new buildings; b) the development and diversification of agricultural
and other land-based rural businesses; c) sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments which
respect the character of the countryside.” 6.6 The Local Plan does not respect the existing tourism
and agricultural businesses present in the Leeming Bar area (please see The White Rose/Pembroke
Caravan Park/the loss of Grade 2 arable land) Nor does it respect the character of the countryside. It
is therefore not compliant with the NPPF. 6.7 The NPPF further states that: “Planning policies and
decisions should recognise that sites to meet local business and community needs in rural areas may
have to be found adjacent to or beyond existing settlements, and in locations that are not well served
by public transport. In these circumstances it will be important to ensure that development is sensitive
to its surroundings….” 6.8 The proposed Leeming Bar/AiskewMoor proposed site will cause considerable
loss of amenity to local residents; it will not be sensitive to its surroundings, as residents of Low
Street/Leases lane will lose the beauty and cohesion of their village and be surrounded by industrial
units on three sides. 6.9 The NPPF continues: “[planning decision should ensure that development]
does not have an unacceptable impact on local roads.” Highways England has already expressed
concern that the Leeming Bar/Aiskew Moor site will cause unacceptable congestion at Junction 51.
(See Alt Sites Consultation submissions.) 6.10 Furthermore the Leeming Bar/Bedale bypass was
constructed only recently to relieve excess traffic. It seems likely that this development will congest
this and other surrounding roads should it go ahead. 6.11 Finally the NPPF states that: “The use of
previously developed land should be encouraged where suitable opportunities exist.” I would contend
that two such sites have been suggested to HDC and they have failed in their duty to assess either
with the rigour expected by law or to make their findings publicly accessible until less than a week
before this consultation closed. 7.0 FAILURE TO PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT 7.1 In its Local
Plan Hambleton refers to its duty to respond to our current Climate Emergency. “Responding to and
mitigating the effects of climate change is essential to protect Hambleton and its residents and reflects
requirements set out in primary legislation. The Climate Change Act 2008 established a legally binding
target to reduce the UK's greenhouse gas emissions by at least 80% by 2050 from 1990 levels. Local
Planning Authorities are required to tackle climate change, both in terms of adaptation to and mitigation
of its impacts through the local plan process and the policies contained in the plan. 7.1 The Local Plan
nonetheless does not minimise impact upon the environment 7.2 Nor does it minimise the loss of
Grade 2 arable land, or the biological diversity these fields support. 7.3 The NPPF explicitly states:
Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment
by: • protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value and soils
(in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in the development plan);
• recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider benefits from natural
capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits of the best and most
versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland. 7.4 NPPF requires councils to carefully consider
alternative brownfield, poor quality or already compromised sites before deciding to sacrifice BMV
agricultural land. 7.5 The NPPF says: Plans should…allocate land with the least environmental or
amenity value 7.6 Furthermore the NPPF says: Planning policies and decisions should: “give substantial
weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes and other identified
needs, and support appropriate opportunities to remediate despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated
or unstable land” (118.c) 7.7 Hambleton’s Local Plan has failed to address any of these issues. As
Councillor John Noone told a group of residents at a meeting on September 2: ‘For our council, the
economy trumps everything.’ 7.8 When it was suggested to him that in statutory terms this was not
the case – that environmental protection was in no way secondary to economic development, he simply
shrugged. 7.9 The Local Plan is therefore not sound in its failure: • to objectively assess need • to
ensure the economic development is objectively necessary, proportionate and justified • nor has it
properly considered alternative sites in order to preserve prime agricultural land and its biodiverse
habitats.PART 3 8 FAILURE TO PROPERLY EXPLORE ALTERNATIVE SITES 8.1 The original GL
Hearn report suggested sites on the West of the A1 would be more appropriate for economic
development than Leeming Bar, which it did not consider suitable. Residents have also repeatedly
suggested two alternative sites to council members or members of the HDC planning and development
department both during the Alternative Sites consultation phases in 2017 and since. (Please refer to
Google Aerial Map, Appendix A.) 8.2 One site is owned by Highways England (Site B) and has already
been used as a store and carpark during the A1 extensions. The other site is a farm which is next to
the A1, not overlooked by any residents, or near to a settlement, and has an owner who is believed
to be willing to sell (Site A) 8.3 Residents of Leeming Bar, and myself have repeatedly asked for
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evidence that other sites have been considered, and the reasons for thich they have been rejected. I
have personally asked at least three councillors including Mike Barningham, John Noone and David
Blades why the farm site on the West side of the A1 (Site A on the map below), which residents have
suggested, is not suitable. Responses as follows: David Blades - Northallerton library Saturday surgery
2018 - believed the land was found to be structurally unstable. Mike Barningham – phone call 2017 said other sites were not suitable because ‘Leeming Bar is industrial and always has been’. John
Noone, 2017, told me the alternative site would cost too much too landscape and was thought to be
too visible. John Noone, at a meeting held at Low Street, Monday 2 September, told myself and several
residents that the alternative sites would be too expensive from an infrastructural perspective. 8.4
Given that I had been given several different answers I have searched for any documentation which
shows that this site has actually been assessed to no avail. 8.5 On 2 September 2019 Clr John Noone
told residents that feasibility studies for these sites should be available on Hambleton’s website. 8.6
On 3 September I phoned HDC and then sent the following email to the planning department to help
planning member search for these site documents. Email as follows: Tue 03/09/2019 16:12 from Hi
Please see the sites indicated below. B is the alternative site suggested on the far side of the A1 A is
the site which belongs to NYCC and which the HA is going to use. It was my understanding, having
spoken to three different councillors about this, that these sites had received formal assessments
following the alternative sites consultation. If you could clarify: • whether the council has actually
assessed these sites as potential alternatives to Aiskew Moor • where such assessments would be
found • And if not, why not 8.7 This was her reply (transcribed from a phone message left at 11.40 on
5 September) “Hi Louise It’s Hambleton District Council. Just ringing in relation to the email you sent
through. I’ve been asking around and it appears that the two sites that you’ve submitted on the email
haven’t come forward during the call for sites when we asked for land to come forward [sic]. I’ve
checked with development management and their planning manager Peter Jones is aware of some
talk about Highways England moving to Site A, but we’ve checked the system and no planning
application has been submitted so it could be there are other conversations being held but nothing
has come forward to the planning department. I can’t answer the rest of your email because it looks
like they’ve not come forward through the local plan process. Sorry I can’t be of any further help to
you.” 8.8 At a meeting with Mick Jewitt and other councillors in August 2019, which was recorded by
consent, Leeming Bar resident asked the council leader the following questions: Q. Why specifically
this piece of land above all else? Jewitt:. Leeming Bar is in a strategic location. There is a demand for
the local site. There has been a land selection process looking at the sites around Leeming Bar, both
sides of the A1. Q. So why wasn’t the other side suitable when it would have far less impact on
residents? Jewitt: Because on balance, it was felt that looking at the positives and negatives of both
sides, that the most detrimental impact was on the other side of the bypass, mainly on landscape
issues. It is a more open landscape and generally felt to have a more significant visual impact. That’s
the process the council has gone through. Those issues will be rehearsed in front of the inspector –
why Leeming Bar, why the choice of this site and what other alternatives were looked at and considered.
It was felt on balance, looking at the alternatives, this was the best option. 8.9 According to a
conversation I conducted on 6 September 2019, development manager at HDC, says that in order to
be considered at any level sites undergo a tickbox assessment, such as used for the sustainability
appraisals or environmental impact assessments. spoke to Peter Jones at length for me, and asked
other members of her department. She says they have no recollection, nor any record in their system,
of even the most basic assessments being carried out on sites alternative to the Leeming Bar/Aiskew
Moor site. 8.10 On 12 September, only five days before the Local Plan consultation closes, James
Campbell has sent us a report he claims was completed and presented in March 2017. He implies
that the report could not be previously released because it required redaction.The only words redacted
in it are xxx’ which he has removed from one appendix but left in the main report. As neither corporate
names and titles registrations require statutory protection, I can only imagine this is an excuse concocted
at the last moment to explain why this report has not been released to residents before. 8.11 This
report (Appendix G) gives little detail and does not explain why none of the standard impact assessments
were carried out or were accessible by Hambleton staff prior to 12 September 2019. 8.12 The report
to the committee emphasises that the alternative sites “These sites have greater landscape concerns
as their development would substantially change the rural character of this area…these sites would
be more visually intrusive.” 8.13 However, neither of these findings are borne out in the assessment
notes made in this report’s appendix. The summary given to the meeting participants was not supported
by the actual comments on the appendix attached (Appendix 3 of the document). It says of Site 5 (the
Highways England site): Historic landfill site to north of site. No wayleaves or covenants restricting
development. Reference to a water main and obligations of purchaser. Site is in a relatively elevated

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 173

location to the north of BALB and the west of the A1 and sits within a rolling landform with parts of the
site enclosed by this landform. The parts of the site on the downslope to the south west are exposed
to long views from the west and development here would also benefit from commanding views towards
the Yorkshire Dales. Access should be achievable onto the existing lane. Highways England should
be in a better position to take stock and know what’s happening with the compound by the end of 2017.
Reservoir identified on the site visit could be drainage attenuation Only properties on Sandy Hill
Lane/Back Lane Aiskew, could conceivably have a view of sites 3, 4 and 5. However, those most likely
to are not orientated toward the sites and views from the primary rooms are obscured by roadside
hedgerows. There are few footpaths in and around Leeming Bar, Aiskew or Bedale. The one which
affords clear views of Sites 3,4 and 5 to walkers is routed on the north side of Aiskew and walkers on
this route will have direct views of these sites especially when walking east. Due to its prominence in
the landscape and the site’s topography there would be a requirement for a development that is of
higher quality, the design of which needs to respond to the constraints/opportunities of this location.
The site would lend itself to a corporate HQ development which could be seen as a flagship for business
in Hambleton. Given that the site is next to a motorway, so most people viewing it would be travelling
at 70mph, the sites would clearly have little visual impact on anyone. 8.14 Conversely LEB3 is a site
directly overlooked by residents’ houses. Many of their gardens open onto the fields. It is hard to see
how this site would not be more visually intrusive given that it will actually be looked at consistently,
and destroy Leeming Bar’s view of the Hambleton Hills. Furthermore the appaexdix to the steering
committee reports notes: “Western parts of the site [LEB3] are likely to be more visible in longer views.”
8.15 It also says: “The site [LEB3] …would be likely to require a significant land take for drainage
purposes and structural planting to allow the scheme to sit comfortably within the landscape context.”
8.16 None of the other sites impact residents. Few of them are overlooked or have a visual impact on
anyone, barring the occasional walker (according to the Council’s own notes).Yet the Council concluded,
apparently contradicting its own notes, that LEB3 was preferable to the other sites which would be
‘more visually intrusive’. 8.17 All of these sites have problems to be overcome – such is the nature of
planning and construction. However, they are not, according to the Councils notes, more problematic
than LEB3. 8.18 The timeline of the Council’s choices is perhaps illuminating as to why the report
given to the steering committee does not reflect the findings of those sent to survey the areas in
question, or indeed of GL Hearn’s whose first report recommended sites West of the A1 and expressly
marked LEB3 as probably unsuitable for development. 8.19 A conversation with HDC senior planning
policy officer it became clear that LEB3 was not put forward by landowners during the 2016 call; it was
selected by the council itself and put into the Alternative sites consultation; it was only after this
consultation that the steering committee was given a summary of the work to done ‘to determine the
scope for considering alternatives’ (Appendix G) ie not a proper consideration of alternatives in and
of itself. In other words, the Council has already made its determination, regardless of landowners,
residents or alternatives, and the assessment presented was pro forma. 8.20 This failure to properly
and formally consider alternatives renders the Local Plan unsound. 8.21 I would further contend that
the misleading of residents as to the assessments carried out, the significant delay and obvious
reluctance to produce these documents, and the lack of an audit trail for any of the work done, is a
failure in terms of the minimum levels of transparency, honesty and fair dealing which the Council is
expected to adhere to by law. HDC’s own code of conduct states that in order to be compliant with
section 2 of the Localism Act, all ‘that Authority Members will act with … objectivity, accountability,
openness [and] honesty.” 8.22 Based on this report, one can only conclude that the Council’s reasoning
is wholly disingenuous. There are as many or more problems with site LEB3 as with any of the others,
but it fits the Council’s wholly disproportionate vision for offering another 30 hectares to light industrial
work, which as we have demonstrated, is problematic in itself. 9 POTENTIAL REASONS FOR THE
FAILURE TO PROPERLY CONSIDER ALTERNATIVES 9.1 In an August 2019 meeting with residents,
Council Leader Mick Jewitt said: “There is demand for the local site” 9.2 He also said: “Food processing
is one of the drivers for developing the site at Leeming Bar.” 9.3 Very early in the process, one of the
companies on the existing Leeming Bar Industrial Estate purportedly told its workers it had ‘already
secured’ substantial real estate on the new proposed site. 9.4 Hambleton District Council appears
keen to access a Local Enterprise Partnership grant which would fund much of the infrastructure for
the Leeming Bar site. It is uncertain whether it would have access to LEP money should it use a site
which was already in public hands. 9.5 This Local Plan and specifically the Leeming Bar/Aiskew Moor
allocation is unsound because, as demonstrated, the council’s aspirational housebuilding, and its
subsequent projections of economic need are not objectively assessed on the district needs. Rather
they are once again being chosen on the basis of what is most financially profitable for the Council
and which fits its political aspirations, rather than the social and economic needs of its inhabitants..
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9.6 While I appreciate that Councils must exercise all financial prudence, the Local Plan is not primarily
intended as a method of raising revenue, through housing bonuses, LEPs, or borrowing extensions.
The amount of economic development should be driven by objectively assessed need, be proportionate,
justified and appropriate. 9.7 As stated previously by Mick Jewitt, the council has chosen the Leeming
Bar site because of demand from the food processing sector. This will encourage blue collar jobs. To
this extent the Local Plan is unsound because: • HDC’s own assessment says the district lacks blue
collar workers • Blue collar workers cannot afford the housing in Hambleton, and do not spend their
wages here • The food industry does not facilitate the graduate and knowledge workers employment
HDC has highlighted as being needed 9.8 This plans fails in its duty to take into account the consultation
with neighbouring local authorities, which have emphasised that they do not want workers or residents
pulled into Hambleton for housing or work; that they wish to meet their own housing need; and that
they fear further blue collar economic development in Hambleton will deprive them of needed workers
– an experience they are already suffering from. (Supplemental Local Plan – Consultation Statement
July 2019) 9.9 For these reasons I believe the Council has chosen the Leeming Bar site, without
seriously considering alternatives, but rather led by local company influence and its own desire for
LEP funding. This is despite the land itself being problematic and the very significant issues it will
cause for residents who will be engulfed by an industrial estate on three sides. 9.10 In response to
the many criticisms of this plan by consultants, including GL Hearn, and the sustained outrage of
residents, HDC is offering ‘mitigation’ of the industrial development planned to encompass this
community. I do not believe that anyone really believes that a few trees and a few metres of space
between your garden and 30 hectares of industrial units offers any real mitigation. The fact is the HDC
is not obliged to care and so it does not. For its own reasons it is putting unnecessary development
ahead of the welfare of an entire community. PART 4 PROBLEMS WITH THE LEEMING BAR/AISKEW
MOOR LEB3 SITE ALLOCATION 10 An early impact assessment deemed the area too problematic
for development 10.1 It will have a considerable negative effect upon the well being and quality of life
of residents. Reference to the Appendix A aerial map shows how the residents outlined in red will be
most affected – many completely engulfed by Industrial units. 10.2 The proposed development site
would lead to the significant loss of habitats. 10.3 It involves the significant loss of Grade 2 agricultural
land – which by law should only be undertaken where necessary. 10.4 The Local Plan is further unsound
in that it highlights and encourages the demand by workers to live in Hambleton but travel to other
counties or districts to work. Local transport planning should minimise the need for significant commuting.
10.5 Hambleton residents have expressed their wish to prevent commuting (Supplemental Local Plan
– Consultation Statement July 2019) 10.6 Other local authorities have also expressed their wish to
forestall development which will draw their workers across county lines to Hambleton. (Supplemental
Local Plan – Consultation Statement July 2019) 10.7 The amount of land allocated and safeguarded
is far in excess of economic projections. It is therefore not justified. 10.8 The Local Plan also fails to
minimise environmental impacts in that its major new industrial site is in Leeming Bar purely because
of its access to the A1M. This is despite the fact that Northallerton, and Thirsk, which also sustain
industrial estates, have much better public transport and rail links for workers, and also have freight
lines running through them allowing potential road/rail freight links to be developed. 10.9 The Local
Plan’s emphasis on road transport for freight and workers is not sound. It is not in accordance with
the NPPF stipulations for the provision of sustainable and public transport, nor in line with logistics
best practice. 10.10 The Inspector should note that none of the land at Aiskew Moor was put forward
by land owners for development during the council’s call for submissions. The Council has highlighted
this land itself, and Mick Jewitt has told residents it will be purchased compulsorily if necessary.
(Resident meeting, August 2019)
Comment by
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LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)
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Files

2019-08-21 Stringfellow LPreg19-103_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The aspect from
the new bypass would be totally compromised, a blot on the landscape. The effect on property which
would be surrounded by the industry, both view and re-saleable value, and constant noise by the
industry and traffic.
Comment by
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LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 176

Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… - Loss of green fields - Loss of views and
countryside - The rise in traffic noise and pollution
Comment by

Mr Andrew Darbyshire (1100237)

Comment ID

LPreg19-199

Response Date

09/09/19 11:12

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-09 A Darbyshire - LPreg19-199_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… - Loss of green fields and wildlife habitats Increase in pollution - Loss of views and character of the village for residents
Comment by

Ms Jackie Kennedy (1225266)

Comment ID

LPreg19-420

Response Date

13/09/19 10:44

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-14 - Jackie Kennedy - Leeming Bar
development_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I would like to object to the proposed development at Leeming Bar for the reasons below. 1) The
proposed site as I understand is to supply employment for local people. Employment for locals is not
needed the companies on the two current estates have a large amount of staff that travel to their sites.
This causes extra road traffic pollution. 2) The proposed site is using current agricultural land we need
to preserve the rich green spaces that we have and this would mean the village would almost be
enclosed by industry. How many villages in Hambleton are nearly surrounding by industry? 3) The
relief road was built to reduce traffic flow in Leeming Bar if the site is passed in my opinion it will
increase with traffic getting lost. The signage for the current estates are non existant. 4) Added noise
and light pollution from these units. 5) The well established caravan park will struggle for business and
potentially close. Who wants to stay on an industrial estate? 6) A PSPO is been trialled to manage the
wagons currently. There is a lot of anti social behaviour going on from these wagons that surely will
increase. 7) Reduction in value of peoples homes. Who wants to buy a house on an industrial estate?
My suggestion would be to put this development on the western side of the A1 using the new relief
road as access.
Comment by

Mrs Julia Gregson (1225461)

Comment ID

LPreg19-243

Response Date

15/09/19 09:28

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.2

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hamble ton’s Local Plan are: The additional development, referred to above,
is not required in this area. Unemployment in Hambleton is lower than Yorkshire as a whole and there
is no particular demand for jobs from the local community. There is already a significant industrial site
in Leeming Bar, which attracts a large number of employees from outside the surrounding villages.
Increasing the industrial units in the area would only lead to more people having a long travel to work
time, which in turn would add to environmental pollution due to the extra car miles that would be
travelled. Residential developments have taken place recently, including the opening of a local co-op
convenience store. More houses are likely to be built to the south of Northallerton Road in Leeming
Bar in the future. People are not moving to new houses in Leeming Bar and then seeking employment,
they are already in work or they wouldn’t be relocating. Building new houses in the area and increasing
industrial development are incompatible, particularly as the employment is not needed. The village of
Leeming Bar needs to grow as a residential area and not be converted to an industrial site. The
industrial development will in fact be detrimental to the area as it will remove arable land, destroy the
habitats of wildlife, as well as increasing light, noise and air pollution. Leeming Bar already has an
industrial area, it is adjacent to RAF Leeming and the A1 and in recent years has has the Coneygarth
truck stop inflicted on it. The latter creates noise, air pollution from the diesel fumes, unwanted on-street
parking and a massive amount of litter. How much more is the local community expected to endure?
If the development is really need, rather then just being a box ticking exercise, then why can’t other
non-residential areas be considered, such as land to the west of the A6055 where the new Heck factory
recently opened?
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
There is already land with good road access to the west of the A6055 where the new Heck factory
recently opened. Has that been considered as an alternative? It would cause little disruption to residents
as that is already a busy road and there are few, if any, houses on it.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Peter Alcock (1225298)

Comment ID

LPreg19-217

Response Date

11/09/19 15:52

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-11 Peter Alcock LPreg19-217_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The houses off Leases Road would be almost
encircled by industrial units. There would be a loss of wildlife habitat with no foreseeable reduction in
local unemployment.
Comment by

Adrian Greenwood (1225862)

Comment ID

LPreg19-360
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Response Date

12/09/19 14:46

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-12 A Greenwood 1of 2_LPreg19-360
redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I write to express my objections to the proposed allocation of the above mentioned land for employment
and industrial purposes. It is a very large site and the proposed development would take place on
open countryside with the resultant loss of green fields and open countryside. The A684 is often referred
to as "the gateway to the dales" and any large industrial development alongside it would have a
detrimental impact and could possibly affect the attractiveness of the area for tourism purposes. There
is no large local workforce and this along with materials processed on site would have to be imported
using the present road network with resultant additional traffic pollution being created. Additionally,
any east to west transportation would have to use the A684. This road has several pinch points in
nearby villages, Leeming Bar, Ainderby Steeple and Morton on Swale. This will impact the safety of
pedestrians and cyclists in those villages. In my view any large scale industrial development in this
area would be totally inappropriate.
Comment by

Carole Blundy (1225290)

Comment ID

LPreg19-213
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Response Date

12/09/19 15:29

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-12 C Blundy LPreg19-213_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The beautiful area of open fields now revealed
by the new link road will be lost and the countryside further blighted by inappropriate development.
Comment by

Jonathan Dewhirst (1225296)

Comment ID

LPreg19-215

Response Date

12/09/19 15:42

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4
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Files

2019-09-12 J Dewhirst LPreg19-215_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… That the plans go against claims of environmental
sustainability. The majority of the potential workforce will be travelling, presumably by car, to the
proposed site, thus adding to traffic pollution and congestion. This in addition to the inevitable extra
traffic promulgated by the proposed development itself.
Comment by

Mr Richard Moore (1045240)

Comment ID

LPreg19-216

Response Date

12/09/19 15:53

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-12 R Moore LPreg19-216_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… • Other areas do not appear to have been
sufficiently considered in comparison with this site. • Existing labour is brought in from outside the
area. This will not help local employment and will alienate the indigenous population of the area. • It
will destroy good farm land and animal habitats. There are ancient hedges and mature trees in the
area. • It will destroy local businesses and devalue existing properties. Will compensation be paid? •
There is talk of mitigating the visual impact. It can’t be done. It will be seen for miles.
Comment by

Mr G McQuillen (1026582)

Comment ID

LPreg19-218

Response Date

12/09/19 15:59

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-12 G McQuillen LPreg19-218_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses.
It is not an appropriate site as it is too close to Leeming Bar village. It is a beautiful parcel of land and
the views from the bypass towards the Hambleton Hills are spectacular and would be spoiled totally
if the land were developed as an industrial site, especially as the by pass is elevated. Think again –
there must be many more suitable sites eg. Where the A1 site offices were situated almost out of sight!
Comment by

Keith Walker (1225303)

Comment ID

LPreg19-220

Response Date

12/09/19 16:13

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-12 K Walker LPreg19-220_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
My objections to the proposals to allow industrial development on the above site are as follows: 1. The
proposal would result in local residents becoming surrounded by industrial development and with
substantial detriment to their quality of life. 2. If approved there would be a significant increase in
volume of traffic, probably including HGVs, and involving considerable disruption during the
construction/development stages. 3. It is likely there would be increased overnight parking of HGVs
in the area (already problematical). 4. Commuter traffic on the A684 would increase, especially at peak
periods, adding to the frequent traffic gridlock through and around Northallerton. 5. There is land to
the West of the Al(M) which is equally accessible (via the Bedale bypass) use of which would avoid
any development impinging on residential areas.
Comment by

Joan Walker (1225306)

Comment ID

LPreg19-222

Response Date

12/09/19 16:23

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-12 J Walker LPreg19-222_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the proposal to develop the green field site on Aiskew Moor on land east of Leeming Bar.
To create an Industrial Estate on this greenfield site which is immediately behind, and in effect, enclosing
residential housing shows a complete lack of respect for the residents of Leeming Bar. At present the
industrial estate sits to the north west of the residential properties. The proposed plan of putting another
35 acres of commercial/industrial buildings to the east will have a devastating effect on the village.
Included in the area of residential housing there is also a caravan park business. Visitors come to the
caravan park because it has views looking east towards the North Yorkshire Moors and is screened
from the Industrial Estate behind. When the caravan park is surrounded by industrial units people will
no longer want to stay in the park which will destroy a successful business. Coney Garth Truck Stop
creates a huge amount of HGV traffic particularly at the beginning and end of the day. To create even
more traffic on the Coney Garth roundabout seems to me to be creating even more congestion on
what is a relatively small roundabout. HGV traffic on this roundabout will grow without adding to it with
traffic from the proposed industrial estate. I've lived in Scruton for 32 years and have noticed a marked
increase in the traffic travelling on the A684. The volume of traffic on the A684 is also bound to increase
if this proposal went ahead. I cannot understand why Hambleton District Council aren't considering
the land alongside the Al and north of the Bedale bypass which was used by the Highways Agency
when they upgraded the Al. This area of land has immediate access to the A1M taking the pressure
of the Coney Garth roundabout and allowing the residents of Leeming Bar to retain their quality of life.
The land on which the proposed development is going to take place is currently agricultural land which
is in keeping with the rural nature of the area. The Leeming Bar Industrial Estate is currently immediately
alongside the A1M and doesn't impact on the rural nature of the area but this proposal would be very
visible across the fields from Scruton. The Coney Garth site is already visible from Scruton. Please
reconsider this proposal and show that you take into consideration the quality of life of residents. Don't
ride rough shod of their protestations and blight their lives.
Comment by

Ms Brenda Richardson (1226265)

Comment ID

LPreg19-383

Response Date

13/09/19 09:26

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-13 Brenda
Richardson_LPreg19-383_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…A ridiculous idea, too much green fields space
is being used for building. Loss of village character and wildlife habitat and the extra pollution – this is
a very bad idea.
Comment by

Jane Ratcliffe (1226266)

Comment ID

LPreg19-384

Response Date

13/09/19 09:39

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-13 Jane Ratcliffe LPreg19-384_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…There will be a significant rise in traffic, noise
and light pollution in an area which is lacking supporting infrastructure. There will also be the loss of
character of the village of Leeming Bar and the loss of the green fields, hedgerows and trees which
currently surround and enhance the character of the village. The recent increase in traffic, particularly
lorries visiting and parking overnight in surrounding streets is already impacting the area with evidence
of all sorts of waste (including human waste) being left on verges.
Comment by

D and SJ Eccles (1226267)

Comment ID

LPreg19-385

Response Date

13/09/19 09:48

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-13 D and SJ Eccles LPreg19-385_redacted

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…There will be increased noise and environmental
pollution from the increase in large commercial vehicles. Because of the lack of suitable housing in
Leeming Bar there will inevitably be an increase in workers travelling into the area. Due to the
environmental impact the village will be unattractive for families. Hambleton District Council will have
failed in their Duty of Care to the people of Leeming Bar by allowing this unnecessary industrial
development.
Comment by

Charles Jackson (1225809)

Comment ID

LPreg19-357

Response Date

13/09/19 10:29

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-13 Charles Jackson
LPreg19-357_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…The shear arrogance of planners to ride roughshod
over individuals never ceases to amaze me. Having seen the plans for this development I can’t believe
you’re willing to destroy peoples lives over this project I bet no-one in the Planning Dept is going to
get an industrial complex built next to their house. I am also strongly agains building on greenfield
sites, land which we may need for farming in the future.
Comment by

FS Miles (1225697)

Comment ID

LPreg19-317

Response Date

13/09/19 12:34

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-13 F S Miles LPreg19-317_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… I believe that employment in the area is not this
issue as currently the existing business’s on the current industrial estate have to use transport (buses)
to attract employees from out with your district. Creating more industrial units will not alleviate the
unemployment position as their is virtually no unemployment personnel.
Comment by

MJ & BJ Scurram (1225673)

Comment ID

LPreg19-304

Response Date

16/09/19 11:00

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16 LPreg19-304 Scurran_redacted.pdf (1)

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The location is the entrance to the Dales is that
how you want this area to be seen? So many Green Fields have been taken up for industry previously
(ie the current ind est) leave some of our pleasant land green please for future generations to enjoy.
Comment by

Ashley Councell (1225674)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-305

Response Date

16/09/19 11:07

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16 LPreg19-305 Councell_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The huge rise in traffic, noise, and light pollution.
There is already an increase with traffic from recent housing developments. This would be
unmanageable on the busy roads.
Comment by

Mrs J Mortimer (1225675)

Comment ID

LPreg19-306

Response Date

16/09/19 11:14

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter
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Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-16 LPreg19-306 Mortimer_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The increased volume of traffic and impact on
Leeming and surrounding village including Ainderby Steeple where traffic is having such a negative
impact on our community Lack of supporting infrastructure Loss of countryside in our beautiful rural
country Impact on tourism Thanks for your consideration of these factors
Comment by

Phil Cole (1225677)

Comment ID

LPreg19-307

Response Date

16/09/19 11:26

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16 Preg19-307 P Cole_redacted.pdf (1)

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… As a regular tourist visitor to this area, this
development of this land will reduce the amenity of the locality and fundamentally change the character
of the neighbourhood and Leeming Bar. This will have a detrimental effect o tourism, leisure and
hospitably in the area.
Comment by

Terry Maynard (1225680)

Comment ID

LPreg19-308

Response Date

16/09/19 11:39

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16- T Maynard_LPreg19-308 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… This area is on the gateway to the dales the
new bypass cuts of the awful area of Leeming Bar the council yard. Simply ditch the eyesore etc, it’s
a real pleasure driving along the lovely new road. Also peoples lives are lived were the new industrial
area is proposed houses are going to be surrounded by industrial units wagons etc. Put yourself in
that position how would you the planners like to live there also most people that work in your existing
industrial estate come from Teeside so build it at Teeside.
Comment by

Beesley Gibson Ryjah (1225685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-309

Response Date

16/09/19 11:57

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16- Beesley Gibson_LPreg19-309
redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of character in the village and green fields
and trees Rise in traffic and noise Overall impact on environment including loss of views and countryside
Comment by

Mr Robert Hastie (1036424)

Comment ID

LPreg19-320

Response Date

16/09/19 13:18

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16- Hastie_LPreg19-320 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Over industrialisation of a village which causes
distress already with noise and light pollution. If allowed home owners will be locked into a situation
where selling will almost be impossible. In order to be a happy and positive family you have to feel
respected by your community and council, that respect has almost been totally lost. Leeming Bar has
no demand for further industrial business, the larger firms already use agency workers usually bused
from further away such as Darlington, Middlesbrough etc, resulting in more traffic, speeding through
our already under pressure village. Please seek other sites which will have a lesser impact!!
Comment by

Neil Maynard (1225702)

Comment ID

LPreg19-321

Response Date

16/09/19 13:25

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-16- N Maynard_ LPreg19-321 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Do you realise the area you are proposing is
directly next to a residential area. People would not move there to be next to a Industrial area, so what
right have you to impost industrial use next to the people who currently live there.
Comment by

Mrs S Tiffin (1225704)

Comment ID

LPreg19-322

Response Date

16/09/19 13:35

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-16- Tiffin_LPreg 19-322 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… We are surrounded by two industrial estates
already and I fear for my safety with all this traffic anyway. I live on the corner of Portland Way not to
mention the pollution, dust, and noise, loss of countryside and views, tourists like this area, when you
go on holiday you like peace and quiet not to sat listening to screeching tyres and clunking all the time.
Letter attached Thank You I am late to responding to this so I will deliver by hand. My concerns about
a new Industrial Estate Proposed and LEB3 sites as its called. What on earth is this council thinking
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of. I am surrounded by 2 Industrial Estates as it is. I live as you can see [personal information redacted]
which is on the corner of Portland Way. I moved here 18 years ago and at that point the 2nd wasn’t
built. Now the traffic the pollution and noise has more than trebled I am a believer of live and let live
but it seems to me the world has gone crazy with concreate. You will be taking up valuble scenery
there are about 12 houses that are already affected by the two Industrial Estates, traffic is like the A1.
Articulated lorries missing the first Industrial Estate and having to turn round on Portland entrance,
hence I had my wall knocked down during the night to my cost. The pollution from diesel the list goes
on. The council needs to protect the residents of Leases Road instead of digging up turf. There is no
CCTV anywhere, Leases road is like a race track so is Portland Way. The caravan park is a lovely site
we get to see the holiday makers as they pass. Surely there is somewhere away from a small village
like Leeming Bar that you can put another industrial estate. A part from that how is this going to
compensate property prices are you going to compensate I feel strongly as the other residents about
this would make me want to sell and move back to Northallerton. This can only add to noise, traffic
pollution the list goes on, sometimes I cant even get out of my own driveway. There is a lot of habitat
around here we would lose all that apart from the views. There is plenty of land away from small
villages. I thank you for your time.
Comment by

Iain Glover (1225709)

Comment ID

LPreg19-325

Response Date

16/09/19 13:51

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-16-Glover_LPreg19-325 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… It is not required in this area stop using up all
the green spaces for houses and commercial property
Comment by

R Garner (1225711)

Comment ID

LPreg19-328

Response Date

16/09/19 13:59

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16-Garner LPreg19-328 _redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The village of Leeming Bar is already coming
too industrialised / more warehousing etc will bring more heavy traffic to all the local villages, the
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roundabouts already suffer congestion at peak times. Villages who live there will no longer be able to
live in peaceful life, Leeming Bar will eventually be in the centre of a huge industrial estate.
Comment by

Philip and Mary Young (1225714)

Comment ID

LPreg19-329

Response Date

16/09/19 14:05

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16- Young_ LPreg19-329 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The loss of countryside in the area and the
encroachment on and possible loss of character of the village Increase in traffic which has already
been increased by the Bedale bypass. Junction of Station road and A684 already difficult and dangerous.
Comment by

Philip Astwood (1225718)

Comment ID

LPreg19-330

Response Date

16/09/19 14:11
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Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16- Astwood LPreg19-330 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… As a business owner on Leeming Bar Business
Park, I object to the increase in industrial buildings around Leeming Bar. We currently experience
problems recruiting staff due to low unemployment. We have parking on the roads overnight, and
drivers defecting on the verges and this will only get worse if this project goes ahead. With the industrial
estate and business park surely there is sufficient commercial property in this area.
Comment by

Mrs D Cawood (1225719)

Comment ID

LPreg19-331

Response Date

16/09/19 14:16

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5
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Files

2019-09-16 D Cawood_ LPreg19-331 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… We have a industrial estate already ! Leeming
Bar has improved a lot since we moved here five years ago! To loose all this land don’t we need to
grow crops anymore tourist wont come. We wont need a caravan site or heritage railway! Please leave
the gateway to the dales beautiful it is a treat to drive up the new road now don’t spoil it.
Comment by

Richard & Alex Coates and Greenshaw (1225721)

Comment ID

LPreg19-333

Response Date

17/09/19 14:26

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-16-Coates Greenshaw_LPreg19-333
redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The loss of green fields, trees and hedgerows
the loss of views, loss of countryside rise in traffic !
Comment by

Mr T Phillips (1225724)

Comment ID

LPreg19-334

Response Date

16/09/19 14:37

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16- Phillips_ LPreg19-334 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 206

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Taking grade 2 agricultural land for industrial
is a travesty loss of wildlife which adds to the important eco system of the area Visual impact for locals
devaluation of their properties Traffic congestion and noise, in an already chaotic area So called
employment not enough people in the area they are brought in by bus from local large towns
Comment by

Mr & Mrs Buglass (1225733)

Comment ID

LPreg19-335

Response Date

16/09/19 14:42

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-16 Buglass LPreg19-335 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of wildlife habitats Loss of countryside
Loss of green fields, trees, and hedgerows Rise in traffic, noise, light pollution Residential area would
be surrounded by industrial sites Increased traffic No benefit to village which would lose its character
Comment by

Mrs Caroline Bradley (1225737)

Comment ID

LPreg19-338

Response Date

17/09/19 15:09

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.2

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
This is an over estimation of the amount of industrial employment land required in an area of already
full employment. Any jobs such as those in factories are not attractive to local people and the big
industrial units at Leeming Bar already have to bus employees in from Leeds area to fill the jobs. Local
people will not benefit from the employment created on such a large scale because there are no local
people looking for jobs, however locals will suffer from the adverse impact of increased motorised
traffic on the roads, the loss of green space and amenity value of the area. The employment land
review of 2016 has already stated that the land allocated by HDC for industrial land is not plausible
and that the site is not suitable. There is not the local workforce to fill the jobs so if the area is developed
for industrial use this will put further pressure on the existing housing stock for persons to come and
live here and be employed by such a large site. this will further degrade this rural area and just make
it more urban and industrial, there will be no benefits for local people from such a proposal. Essentially
there is no justifiable need for such large scale industrial development when unemployment rates
locally are below the regional average at 3.1%
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Remove the this large area from the plan for industrial developement
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

J Rider (1225119)

Comment ID

LPreg19-203

Response Date

09/09/19 14:33

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9
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Files

2019-09-09 J Rider LPreg19-203_redacted.pdf (1)

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are...
Comment by

Mr & Mrs Metcalfe (1225134)

Comment ID

LPreg19-204

Response Date

09/09/19 15:04

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-09 Metcalfe LPreg19-204_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… - Unsightly gateway to the Dales - Local people
will not be employed - Increase in traffic. Decrease value of local property.
Comment by

J Hird (1225138)

Comment ID

LPreg19-205

Response Date

09/09/19 15:13

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-09 J Hird LPreg19-205_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Will our rates cut to compensate total loss of
our private lives, trees, wildlife, the countryside. Light pollution is a problem already without traffic and
noise being added to it. We could see Hambleton Hills when we came here, thanks to Browns unsold
tree’s at his nursery we can not see them now. But trees are better look at than buildings no noise or
lights with them – with look I will die be before it happens.
Comment by

Mr R Cassidy (1225142)

Comment ID

LPreg19-206

Response Date

09/09/19 15:21

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-09 R Cassidy LPreg19-206_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to ALL the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment
uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Is it not possible to leave the land directly
next to Pembroke Caravan Park for agricultural use only as this would create a buffer or break between
the park and close by residents. For years now the residents of Leeming Bar have had to put up with
heavy traffic, noise and light pollution. I am not against industrial development, but small compromises
could be made, in this case.
Comment by

L&J Waugh (1225566)

Comment ID

LPreg19-267

Response Date

09/09/19 15:24

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-09 LJ Waugh LPreg 19-267_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…. 1. The loss of countryside and impact on tourism
2. The rise in traffic noise and pollution. 3. The loss of the character of the village
Comment by

Jodie Donaldson (1225144)

Comment ID

LPreg19-207

Response Date

09/09/19 15:36

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-09 J Donaldson-LPreg19-207_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… I am a parent to three small children and I
recently bought a family home here in Leeming Bar. The future of my children and the environment in
which they grow up is very important to me and my husband. The impact that this would have on our
countryside and the loss of green space and important wildlife habitats is not acceptable and would
have no benefits to our community and village and businesses. I therefore object to this local plan
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Comment by

Mrs D Crisp (1224896)

Comment ID

LPreg19-189

Response Date

09/09/19 16:06

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-09 D.C. Crisp LPreg 19-189_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. Loss of good agricultural land as at the large
mixed development at Sowerby. 2. Insufficient local labour. An increase in the present practice of
brining in workers from Teesside is bad environmentally re a further increase in traffic and air pollution.
Mortom & Ainderby already bear the brunt of this. 3. In an expensive area in which to live there is
insufficient affordable rental accommodation to encourage workers to move here. 4. Concerns over
drainage & sewerage infrastructure already problematic in the east end of Leeming Bar. I believe this
survey is am empty exercise as I feel that HDC have already reached a decision to allow development
as it will be financially beneficial.
Comment by

Simon Lovel (1226343)

Comment ID

LPreg19-398
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Response Date

10/09/19 15:49

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-10 S Lovel_LPreg19-398 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…Over development of green belt land, lack of
supporting infrastructure (doctors, schools, parking, sewage treatment,) As a former resident of Leeming
Bar I know the land proposed for development has a very high water table and is totally unsuitable for
development. IF THIS GETS THROUGH WHERE WILL IT STOP!!
Comment by

Mrs I Hirst (1226346)

Comment ID

LPreg19-399

Response Date

10/09/19 16:02

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter
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Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-10 I Hirst_LPreg19-399 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… This is a Rural farming town (Not an industrial
area) Greenfields Not loss of hedges (Lots not more traffic) (and more pollution) – I am against this
as are many more people, why build more place house on industrial areas lots of money been spent
to make areas look rural. Spoil all as usual.
Comment by

DM Carr (1226350)

Comment ID

LPreg19-400

Response Date

10/09/19 16:11

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-10 Carr_LPreg19-400 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 217

Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… My concerns are, where are the workforce
coming from? Where are the large vehicles going to be heading for? Not all will be using the A1M…
Through small villages on A684, and towns like Leyburn, Masham, to say nothing of bottleneck at
Morton on Swale, trying to decide who has right of way. When only one can pass at a time, including
buses. The Red Arrows have been mentioned lately, to obstruct the visibility of the air flight path, on
and off the airfield on the edge of A684, or any other aircraft coming here, could risk life and limb to
people. May be in future we have no idea of what aircraft might be here. Leeming Bar has NEVER
been an industrial town/village. Sausage factory local yes. The present industrial area was dong by
the ‘back door’ because the council needed a place for rubbish and recycling site There is a large new
housing estate completed and new CO-OP shop opened, you call that an industrial area. We would
rather see big fighter aircraft, and the airfield put to good use defending our country. North Yorkshire
is a tourist attraction, or did you not know that? The Wensley Railway our quaint countryside, stone
walls, wildlife, country walks , Yorkshire Vet Thirsk, to only name a few. You the councillors should
concentrate on holiday lets, holiday activities, maintain our quaint roads, holiday caravan sites, invest
in trees, keep bridges and roads in good repair, holiday festivals, Great North Yorkshire Cycling Racing,
do you need to go on we NEED to KEEP WHAT WE HAVE IS UNIQUE AND BEAUTIFUL
Comment by

Mr Michael Ingram (1043298)

Comment ID

LPreg19-270

Response Date

10/09/19 16:36

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-10 M Ingram_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Why is Agriculture land to be used for Industrial
Land (LEB 3). The NFU have stated that UK’s self sufficiency rate is at 61%, and that it should not fall
below this level. In 1984, the county was 78% self – sufficient falling to 70% in 1996, 63% in 2001 and
now in 2018 61%. Would prefer a written reply.
Comment by

Mrs Sonya Lonel (1225589)

Comment ID

LPreg19-274

Response Date

10/09/19 17:04

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-10 Lonel L-Preg 19-274_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… NO MORE DEVELOPMENT STOP RUINING
HAMBLETON, NO MORE DEVELOPMENT DO IT WHERE JOBS ARE NEEDED, NO MORE
POLLUTION & TRAFFIC. I grew up in Leeming Bar, my parents still live there, the proposed local plan
development would be an eyesore, seen for miles with the loss of green fields, trees, hedgerows +
adverse natural habitat lost for greed! The local doctors surgery can’t cope with the current demands.
[personal information redacted] for 4 weeks, so how on earth will the local infrastructure cope, houses
in Leeming Bar already have sewage backing up & the drains & water table and unable to cope.
Comment by

Mrs Dawn Day (1099744)

Comment ID

LPreg19-192

Response Date

10/09/19 20:17

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton's Local Plan are as follows:- The intended development is huge
and would completely encircle residential areas - there are other brownfield sites in the area where
this type of development would be more suitable.. The destruction of the surrounding land and the
potential damage to the existing business of the Pembroke Caravan park is unacceptable. The ever
increasing number of HGVs using the services brings with it no end of light and noise pollution, increased
traffic and antisocial behaviour from people who have no respect for the area or the people who live
close by. Local residents will not benefit from this development, there isn't the local workforce available.
The vast majority of workers on the estate come from outside of the county. This is totally
disproportionate, is to the detriment of wildlife habitat and the loss of open spaces for residents of
Leeming Bar. We promote ourselves as a tourist destination with volunteers working hard to make
Wensleydale Railway a success - who on earth wants to sit on a train looking out at a giant industrial
site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Nigel & Kate Corps (1225295)

Comment ID

LPreg19-214

Response Date

11/09/19 15:38

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-11 N and K Corps LPreg19-214_redacted

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Traffic issues More use of green space Loss
of countryside Noise pollution Loss of character Disruption of local business i.e. caravan park No
requirement for it. Impact on tourism and house prices
Comment by

Joyce Day (1225754)

Comment ID

LPreg19-343

Response Date

13/09/19 15:57

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-13 Joyce Day LPreg19-343_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…As a regular visitor to the area this plan will
impact dreadfully on the area. The loss of countryside and increase in pollution will be significant. I
shall think twice about visiting the area (the railway being a particular interest) and will have to tell my
friends that the Pembroke Caravan site is no longer worth a stop over. This is a very sad Plan for all.
Comment by

Mr Nicholas Tutty (1225738)

Comment ID

LPreg19-344

Response Date

17/09/19 16:16

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I have concerns regarding LEB3 1.the volume of heavy goods vehicles is already causing over night
parking issues around the lorry park over flowing on to Low St. 2. Light and noise pollution will become
a great issue as indries get established. 3. Valuable agricultural land is being swallowed up 4. the size
of the site is too large concentrated around a small village. 5. the plan should be spreading smaller
industrial estates through out hambleton. Using brown field sites as a priority 6.the size and nature of
the estate is going to surround the residential properties to the west of the proposed site. 7.I question
where the staff employed on the proposed estate will live , large proportion of staff on the existing
estate don't reside in Hambleton or even in the county. 8. there isn't public transport infrastructure to
support a great extension to the industrial estate.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
pick smaller brown field sites through out Hambleton
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Fiona Farndale & Jason Fogg (1225757)

Comment ID

LPreg19-347

Response Date

17/09/19 16:31

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5
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Files

2019-09-13 Fiona Farndale

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…Increased traffic passing through our village,
there is already a speeding problem through the village and people running red traffics, an increase
in traffic would only make our problem worse. People pay a premium to live in beautiful villages with
plenty of greenspace and wildlife and if it is of no benefit to the residents in Leeming Bar or surrounding
villages why would we be for such a development/why not spend the money trying to keep our hospital
open.
Comment by

Miss R Walker (1114841)

Comment ID

LPreg19-358

Response Date

13/09/19 14:18

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-13 R Walker_LPreg19-358 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for industrial use.
My concerns about Hambleton’s Local plan are:- 1) This development, which is on a huge scale, would
be an environmental disaster for the village and its residents. The increase in traffic, noise and light
pollution would have a serious effect on residents health and well-being. There are proved concerns
nationally about traffic pollution and it is unacceptable to knowingly subject residents to the dangers
of traffic pollution by building a huge industrial development literally on their doorstep. 2) There would
be a loss of agricultural land and wildlife habitats 3) I understand this development would practically
meet the whole of Hambleton’s needs. It is unreasonable to sacrifice a village and the well-being and
health of its residents so that Hambleton District Council can meet its requirements in ‘one go’ . Where
does planning for the whole county come into play? I object to the proposal.
Comment by

Jean Morley (1226018)

Comment ID

LPreg19-369

Response Date

17/09/19 13:48

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 J Morely_LPreg19-369 redacted.pdf (1)

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
ALT/B/004/033/E - LB3 • Having spent some considerable time studying the proposed plan, I feel it is
unacceptable in several key aspects and respectfully ask you to take the following points into
consideration going forward. • Where is the justification for the proposed site being the best site? There
are other areas of land available locally, close to existing industry. These would have less impact on
the homes of local residents and of their market value. • There is no evidence to prove that there is a
need for the amount of employment planned nor for a specific demand for industrial units and
employment in the food industry. • The site would have a detrimental impact on existing jobs and
tourism; specifically in relation to Pembroke Caravan Park. • Quite correctly, Local Authorities have
been charged with promoting healthier lifestyles. With two-thirds of UK adults either overweight or
obese, the existing pork pie factory, ice cream maker and soft drink maker hardly sit comfortably with
this charge. Where is the guarantee that further food-related businesses would be different? • There
are no public transport options to the proposed site and private transport would increase carbon
emissions. • Finally, in very recent times Leeming Bar has been pounded with development - many
new homes, new roads and a new lorry park. Coneygarth lorry park is invariably oversubscribed and,
as consultations with local police have already confirmed, lorries parking overnight on the public
highway constitute a road safety hazard and a significant public nuisance, often including human
detritus. Further development may well add to this problem.
Comment by

Malcolm and Barbara Goodall (1223360)

Comment ID

LPreg19-60

Response Date

06/08/19 11:18

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-06 Goodall_redacted LPreg19-60.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… If living opposite
the Vale of Mowbray factory with 24/7 operations is not enough. You now want to encircle our small
community with yet more industrial units, taking away open countryside, green pastures and small
animal habitats, let alone the lovely views of the hills. Most of the people that are employed in the local
industrial units currently are foreign nationals and are bused in to work. So this will create even more
traffic congestion and green house gases, major concerns for air pollution and people with breathing
problems already.
Comment by

Mr Greg Snowdon (1222121)

Comment ID

LPreg19-16

Response Date

08/08/19 08:56

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.10

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the proposed industry development on Aiskew Moor at Leeming Bar for the following reasons
1.The development is not necessary or desirable for the local area.There will be no benefits for anyone
living locally 2. Such a development will turn Leeming Bar into something akin to the heavily
industrialised areas of Teeside 3. Your own report by GL Hearn does not appear to support such a
development 4. The character of Leeming Bar will be permanently spoilt 5. The loss of green fields,
trees and hedgerows will adversely affect the environment .
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Michael E Chaloner (1223466)

Comment ID

LPreg19-93

Response Date

08/08/19 16:14

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-08 Chaloner redacted_Lpreg 19-93.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
6th August 2019 Hambleton Plan 2019 Dear Sir/Madam, I wish to place my objection to the proposed
and LEB3 sites for industrial development at Leeming Bar in the Hambleton plan. The loss of good
quality farming land and the surrounding of homes in Leeming Bar with industrial development is far
from acceptable. Many people living in Leeming Bar will feel their homes have been set an industrial
site. The consumption of quality farm land can only be considered if there is a major demand for
industrial sites. The report produced by G L Hearn showed the need for 34.7 ha of industrial land for
the whole of Hambleton why should 30 ha be planed at Leeming Bar. Industrial sites are required
where people want employment such as the towns of Northallerton and Thirsk. Why are you putting
up displays in Bedale, Northallerton, Thirsk etc after 17th September, the deadline for comments?
This approach does not fit in with true consultation. Please keep me informed of progress. Regards,
Michael E. Chaloner B.Tech., M.Sc.
Comment by

Mr Michael Robson (1222120)

Comment ID

LPreg19-5

Response Date

08/08/19 20:28

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.9

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
1. The two existing Industrial Estates have not been fully occupied so why build another estate. Both
Estates have been open for several years and the District Council have not been able to encourage
companies to move in, so why build a “white elephant 2 Access to the proposed new Estate is going
to be via the A684, so either a new roundabout or two turning lanes will have to be built. The purchase
of the extra land to build either of these is not shown on the plan. 3. House prices will be affect by the
extra development, thus present residents will lose on the value of their property. 4. At present most
of the employees in the existing businesses are not local so an Increase in traffic will affect the road
network in the surrounding area. 5. Would the drainage and sewerage systems be capable of taking
the extra amount of industrial buildings plus the houses that are in the proposals.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
35 years of Highway experience
Comment by

J L Marshall (1223431)

Comment ID

LPreg19-88

Response Date

09/08/19 14:30

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.16
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Files

2019-08-09 JL Marshall LPreg19-88_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… See attached
letter Proposed introduction of a huge industrial estate to Leeming Bar It calls to mind a poster displayed
in the design office of "Sperry Gyroscope" in the design office in the 1970s attributed to one "Gaius
Petronius" in the year AD66. We trained hard, but it seemed that every time we were beginning to
form up into viable teams, we would be re organised by "planners", we tented to meet any new situations
by re organisation, and it can be a wonderful method, it can be for creating the illusion of progress
whilst producing confusion, inefficiency and demoralisation. Another new proposed huge industrial
site planned for Leeming Bar and near the existing site would be totally unaccestable for the residence
in the area. Saturating and consumming a small village with units is unthinkable and devastating. The
environmental impact, carbon emissions, audiometric noise levels, dirt, congestion, parking, health,
pollution, green fields + wildlife distroyed. Local ammenities, schools, medical facilities stretched to
breaking or broken. If the industrial site is so badly need it should be sighted near or next to a town
where a potential employable work force could be recruited and employed with minimum effort of
travelling to + fro and keeping enviromental damage to a minimum.
Comment by

Mr Spencer Heron (1223107)

Comment ID

LPreg19-17

Response Date

12/08/19 10:21

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter
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Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-12 Heron LPreg19-17_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… There is already
a large industrial site within sight of our home. Additional noise pollution as well as light pollution Extra
traffic it brings to our area Loss of more fields and nature habitat on top of what was lost with the build
of the bypass In all feeling we have to travel by car to see the countryside
Comment by

Mrs S Harpley (1223139)

Comment ID

LPreg19-18

Response Date

12/08/19 10:37

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-12 Harpley LPreg 19-18_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… My home would
be completely surrounded by industrial units, we already have too much noise and traffic from these
businesses. Also I object to more greenfield sites being taken away. The disturbance to local wildlife
we often see rabbits, pheasants and variety of bird life. Take away the rural village fed of Leeming
Bar. This should be preserved industrial units need to be industrial areas not rural areas.
Comment by

Mr David Hennessey (1223127)

Comment ID

LPreg19-19

Response Date

12/08/19 10:47

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.12

Files

2019-08-12 Hennessey LPreg19-19_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… My home would
be completely surrounded by industrial units, we already have too much noise and traffic from these
businesses. Also I object to more greenfield sites being taken away. The disturbance to local wildlife
we often see rabbits, pheasants and variety of bird life. Take away the rural village fed of Leeming
Bar. This should be preserved industrial units need to be industrial areas not rural areas.
Comment by

J Atkinson (1223353)

Comment ID

LPreg19-57

Response Date

12/08/19 11:09

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.13

Files

2019-08-12 Atkinson LPreg19-57_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…
Comment by

Carol Gill (1223142)

Comment ID

LPreg19-20

Response Date

12/08/19 11:14

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-12 Gill LPreg19-20_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Lack of doctors
availability impact on social health, and well been open your eyes and see the effects this is having
in and around Bedale.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs Brough (1223361)

Comment ID

LPreg19-59

Response Date

12/08/19 11:18

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-12 Brough LPreg19-59_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… It is being built
behind our house, therefore being an eyesore. Will massively effect the price of our house (for the
worst). All your thinking of is money and its wrong. The other estate had plots sat empty for years with
no-one maintaining them.
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Comment by

Sheila Minto (1226026)

Comment ID

LPreg19-370

Response Date

17/09/19 14:20

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 S Minto_LPreg19-370 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I write in response to Hambleton's proposed Local Plan with specific reference to the development at
Leeming Bar: ALT/B/004/033/E : LEB3 and wish to make the following observations: a) Potentially
increased volume of commercial traffic exiting the Al(M) to the new industrial area, to use the Coneygarth
services and to park overnight along Low Street would be problematical. Currently, overnight parking
adjacent to the services along Low Street and the 'old' A1 often reaches double figures and creates
difficulties for motorists approaching or leaving the junction. The road becomes, in fact, single lane.
Further commercial development would simply exacerbate an already existing problem. b) The area
of proposed commercial development would permanently remove many acres of valuable agricultural
land vital for the rural economy of the area. c) The visual impact of an industrial site would seriously
detract from the outstanding beauty of this area and affect existing tourist businesses such as the
Pembroke Caravan Park. d) Additional industrial development in Leeming Bar is likely to impact on
the health of residents - increased emissions from HGV transport, dust and noise levels - as well as
encroaching on a residential area. Property values would undoubtedly be negatively affected. e)
Industrial development is cited as creating more employment opportunities. This would largely
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necessitate the use of private transport as Leeming Bar does not have the benefit of any alternatives
which would provide a regular and reliable service for employees. I trust that consideration will be
given to these concerns.
Comment by

BW & ME Payne (1226030)

Comment ID

LPreg19-371

Response Date

17/09/19 14:48

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 M and B Payne
LPreg19-371_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We would like to make our concerns known about the proposed Local plan that will affect Leeming
Bar. Leeming Bar is a small village which looking at the proposed plan will affect the village greatly,
Not to mention what we shall be losing in the way of green fields, trees and hedgerows loss of wildlife.
The rise in traffic pollution, noise and light. It will detract visitors from staying in the village at the
Pembrooke caravan park which will be directly next door. What about the residents living on that side
of the village they will have their property devalued and be hemmed in . As we are led to understand
that these proposals were marked out to be for industrial use why are we now been asked to say what
we feel. Why let people think that there will be something done to make the village a better place for
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all to live in, when at the end of the day it will be only the council that will benefit from this by being
able to line their pockets with money that they will be getting from the rates.
Comment by

L Redman (1114792)

Comment ID

LPreg19-376

Response Date

16/09/19 16:02

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-16 L Redman LPreg19-376 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing to object to Hambleton District Council's Plan to develop land in Leeming Bar (LEB3) for
commercial purposes. This land is a huge swathe of precious greenfield which should not be developed
in the interests of economy. Surely there are still enough brown field sites that could be built on first?
We are suffering a "climate crisis" and are in real danger of destroying nature and any added carbon
emissions would be harmful to both wildlife and residents. At present, the majority of workers who
travel to Leeming Bar do so by private car and this would increase because there is not a good public
transport system here. Leeming Bar is a village and has just begun to recover from years of disruption
through the extension of the A1 Motorway and the building of the Leeming Bar and Bedale bypass.
Local people use Low Street for recreation now and this has brought a much better feeling to the area.
I also worry that an extra junction added to the new part of the A684, to access this proposed
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development would push local people back onto the old road through the villages of Leeming Bar and
Aiskew - precisely what the Relief road was constructed to avoid. I understand that many of the
employees on the present sites travel in from the Darlington and Teesside areas and imagine that this
would be the same were the site be approved. These people do not contribute to our local businesses,
but one business which would be very adversely affected would be Pembroke Caravan Site. The
people who come to stay on the site do spend money in the local shops and pubs and many of them
return again and again -something they would not do if it meant staying on an "island" in the middle
of industry.
Comment by

Jacquie Routh (1226163)

Comment ID

LPreg19-380

Response Date

16/09/19 14:42

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-16 J Routh_LPreg19-380 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton's Local Plan are as follows: • The Council seeks to allocate land
far in excess of what can be considered reasonable, which will have a detrimental effect on the local
area in terms of the overall character of the village, the loss of countryside, additional noise and pollution
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through an increase in traffic; whilst not actually achieving the stated aim of increasing local employment.
• If there is demand for such industrial development within the Council's boundary, then this should
clearly be more reasonably apportioned across the entire County, rather than taking the majority of
the reported 34.7 Ha. of land required within this single site at Leeming Bar. • I understand that Leeming
Bar and the surrounding area would not benefit from such a development, as there is not the local
workforce present to fill any employment opportunities that may arise, particularly given that
unemployment currently stands at around 3.1% compared to a figure of 4.5% across the Yorkshire
region. • Nationally, the employment rate is the joint-highest on record (since 1971) and unemployment
is at 3.8% (May-July 2019); therefore I would argue that other considerations must be given priority
over land development for further industrial use to ensure the needs of local residents and their
livelihoods are met. They are voters, after all. • The increase in importance being given to environmental
issues globally, nationally and locally must lead the Council to take a positive stance in its Local Plan
decisions, that balance employment, housing and the environment. • I have family in Leeming Bar and
Northallerton and visit the area on a regular basis. There is existing industrial estate land with factories
and businesses taking up a substantial proportion of the village countryside and there is a strong
argument that additional industrial estate sites will spoil the character of Leeming Bar, turn it from
'green' to 'brown' and be counter-productive to the Council's key obligations to its constituents. •
According to The Northern Echo (13th Sept 2019), Hambleton District Council is working towards
becoming one of the country's most environmentally-friendly councils; I cannot see how allocating
such a large area of land for industrial use in Leeming Bar is consistent with this policy and would urge
the Council to re-consider its Plan. With the recent negative press around the Council's plastic recycling
activity, this is an opportunity for the Council to 'do the right thing' and make a positive contribution to
its environmental aims. • I, for one, will not be holidaying at the local caravan park, if the land next to
it is developed into more industrial units - and I will not be alone, which means lower tourism for the
area, a decline in local business prosperity and an eventual migration away from the area. So instead
of encouraging more people into the area, building more housing and offering more employment
opportunities, Hambleton DC will have turned Leeming Bar into an industrial & waste management
'wasteland' - and who would want to live there? • I live in a village in one of the country's National
Parks; with Leeming Bar conveniently situated in between the North York Moors and the Yorkshire
Dales, and on the edge of Wensleydale, I often visit the village and surrounding area and so contribute
to the local economy. I've read of the many local residents, who also have their own businesses and
who have objected to the Council's plans because they will put their own livelihoods at risk. If the
Council's only achievement is to drive out tax-paying, hard-working (and voting) residents and to
replace them with commuting employees of faceless industrial units, how does this meet the Council's
responsibilities? According to the LGA, Local government is responsible for working with local people
and local businesses to agree and deliver local priorities. • There are suitable, alternative locations to
accommodate the Council's plans for industrial land development, such as on the other side of the
A1M, which wouldn't impact the village of Leeming Bar that already has the existing industrial estate
and does not have the supporting infrastructure to sustain further industrial/ employment developmentcertainly without significant disruption and further impact on the local residents and countryside. I would
urge the Council to re-consider its plans (Local Plan to 2035), as these will have a long-term impact
on the local community of Leeming Bar, and work with local people to agree a mutually satisfactory
outcome that will enable the area to survive and thrive - surely a legacy worth working to achieve?
Comment by

Aiskew and Leeming Bar Parish Council ( Susan
Nicholson - 1025234)

Comment ID

LPreg19-202

Response Date

06/09/19 11:57

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.7
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
LEB3 in Leeming Bar, on the grounds that this type of development is unacceptable to a small
community which will be enveloped on all sides by industrial/ business units which may have an impact
on amenities, traffic, pollution etc. Any further comments would be welcome As regards the local plan
and the development at Leeming Bar I believe that some of units are to be warehousing which is not
exactly going to provide employment for a lot of people. Unemployment is low in our area which means
people travel to work here therefore they are not going to contribute to the local economy. Houses in
Leeming Bar are going to be devalued who wants to live in a industrial estate as the proposed
development is going to almost enclose the village. The development is going to seriously effect the
caravan part which is a well established business. Not forgetting light, noise and air pollution from the
potential businesses. I can't think of any village in Hambleton that is surrounded by an industrial estate.
Comment by

Mrs S J Morris (1224606)

Comment ID

LPreg19-181

Response Date

06/09/19 14:00

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-06 Morris LPreg19-181_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The residential properties would be surrounded
by factories, I think the existing industrial site is more than enough for the area.
Comment by

Mrs Christine Exley (1224608)

Comment ID

LPreg19-182

Response Date

06/09/19 14:05

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-06 Exley LPreg19-182_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… We don’t need any more industrial estates
rounds our small villages, we can’t afford to lose more fields and trees. Pollution is high as it stands!
Houses will be harder to sell! Will we be getting compensation if this goes ahead? You spent millions
on doing the new by-pass and yet we still get wagons over 7.5 coming through the restricted area! So
my concerns are all of above and more.
Comment by

P Gurd (1224613)

Comment ID

LPreg19-183

Response Date

06/09/19 14:20

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-06 Gurd LPreg19-183_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… No extra housing
or industry needed keep villages a village The extra traffic, noise pollution already incredible in the
area due to A1, as no allowance has been made to reduce noise pollution by landscaping banks etc
(constant hum can be heard in Aiskew). Therefore deal with present issues before increasing problem.
Detrimental to local residents and business, & loss of open spaces and wildlife. Also lack of
infrastructure, schools, doctors.
Comment by

PA O'Keeffe (1224619)

Comment ID

LPreg19-184

Response Date

06/09/19 14:54

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-06 P A O'Keeffe LPreg19-184_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are: Firstly it’s a huge development which far exceeds
any local need. Leeming Bar and surrounding villages would not benefit from the development, there
isn’t a need and the local workforce isn’t there. This will give rise to an unprecedented increase in
traffic, noise and light pollution totally changing, for the worse, the character of the village. The negative
impact will undoubtedly affect tourism, ruin the countryside views and change for all time the picturesque
nature of the area.
Comment by

L C O'Keeffe (1224622)

Comment ID

LPreg19-185

Response Date

06/09/19 15:03

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-06 L C O'Keeffe LPreg19-185_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are: Firstly it’s a huge development which far exceeds
any local need. Leeming Bar and surrounding villages would not benefit from the development, there
isn’t a need and the local workforce isn’t there. This will give rise to an unprecedented increase in
traffic, noise and light pollution totally changing, for the worse, the character of the village. The negative
impact will undoubtedly affect tourism, ruin the countryside views and changefor all time the picturesque
nature of the area.
Comment by

Mrs Heather Alcock (1224691)

Comment ID

LPreg19-513

Response Date

07/09/19 15:39

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-09 Heather Alcock
LPreg19-513_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses.
My concerns are that the proposed development will ensconce a residential area which will impact on
the quality of life of residents in the village and reduce house prices. I am concerned that the fields,
landscape and wild life will all be negatively effected. I can recall looking at the plans when the Bedale
pass was proposed and thinking that the by pass was positive for the community and route to the
Dales. However I do not believe the community were told that whenever the bypass was finished, the
land use would be changed. I cannot see how the change of land use to employment would positively
impact on the local community as there is already low unemployment. If it is a case of the land usage
being changed because it is anticipated that the council would generate an income from business
rates, I object to this as it should not be at the expense of the local community.
Comment by

Mr David Hill (1224768)

Comment ID

LPreg19-186

Response Date

09/09/19 07:47

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.6

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to this area of land being designated for industrial development. This will lead to an increase
in traffic on the Bedale by pass roundabouts which are already busy for traffic using the leeming bar
industrial estate and the Coneygarth truck stop. As a resident of Kirkby Fleetham I find the turning to
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reach Lumley Lane very dangerous when there are heavy goods vehicles in the area. I also feel that
development of this land will give visitors to the area a bad impression as they first thing they will see
after leaving the A1M is a vast area of industrial buildings blocking out the Vale of Mowbray. This could
also be detrimental to the development of the Wensleydale Railway where the line to Northallerton
will pass alongside the industrial area.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
This area should be excluded from the plan
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Mrs Margaret Tiplady (1050600)

Comment ID

LPreg19-193

Response Date

09/09/19 08:59

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-09 M Tiplady

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… (1) Prime agricultural land – must be used for
growing of crops. I am sure vegetables could be grown and possibly fruit. With the Govt trying to
promote healthy eating and reduce obesity no more processing in Leeming Bar. Also consider the
impact of Brexit. (2) Low unemployment – : workers would need to travel - no buses at factory shift
times : increase in traffic – more carbon emissions. Build factories nearer Darlington and Middlesbrough.
(3) Why should Leeming Bar have all the factories we have more than our fair share already??
Comment by

Gillian McKenna (1225076)

Comment ID

LPreg19-197

Response Date

09/09/19 10:05

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-09 G McKenna LPreg19-197_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of countryside, green fields, etc. Lack of
schools, doctors, dentist, play areas, down grading of Friarage with its impact on population which
would increase if development goes ahead. Rise in noise, possible antisocial behaviour, rise in
employment making this area industrial.
Comment by

Rachel Foster (1225523)

Comment ID

LPreg19-260

Response Date

09/09/19 10:39

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-09 R Foster LPreg19-260_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…. Increased Traffic, Pollution and noise through
the village in which myself and my children live: Morton on Swale.
Comment by

Mr A Crussley (1225080)

Comment ID

LPreg19-198

Response Date

09/09/19 10:56

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-09 A Crussley-LPreg 19-198_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… There is a need for employment creation in
many industrial areas, particularly in the North East without the creation of even more in yet another
new industrial area in Leeming Bar. If this plan is accepted even more traffic movement will result.
Just concentrate on the disused brown sites please where employment is needed.
Comment by

Mr J D Gill (1224946)

Comment ID

LPreg19-191

Response Date

09/09/19 11:11

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-10 J D Gill LPreg 19-191_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Leeming Bar is swamped with HGV’s, there
are already issues with HGV’s parking overnight the drainage system along Northallerton road is
already capacity and regularly blocks with waste from current factories We are supposed to be on a
five year plan to have the drain upgraded more industry will break the back of the system, this will
potentially cause serious flooding. Since the construction of the bypass, leeming bar is just returning
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to being a pleasant village with the new coop – corner house and refurbished white rose. More industry
will leave current house surrounded and isolated it will destroy the ambience of the village. It will destroy
the caravan park as a business. Currently there is noise and airbourne pollution from factories and
more industry will damage well being of residents. Areas in blue proposed for industry would be better
suited for housing but with new separate drainage to treatment works.
Comment by

Mr A Richards (1225058)

Comment ID

LPreg19-194

Response Date

09/09/19 11:11

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-09 A Richards LPreg 19-194_redacted_.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… I totally agree with the verdict of the Employment
Land Review in 2016 & I also share the concerns expressed in paragraph re “Leeming Bar and
surrounding villages” and “….loss of agricultural land”, etc. I object strongly to the proposal to extend
industrial development at Leeming Bar. I think that comments expressed by the public will be ignored
and Hambleton District Council will proceed regardless with the plan with what I suspect is an already
done deal.
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Comment by

Jan Hobson (1225089)

Comment ID

LPreg19-200

Response Date

09/09/19 11:30

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-09 J Hobson LPreg19-200_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The loss of productive arable land which sustain
much valuable wildlife. The visual impact will be appalling and have an impact on tourism. Many
workers come from outside of the area, therefore it doesn’t help local unemployment. Fear of the
Council renege on promise of light industry and huge warehousing would result. Impact of lorries on
the local infrastructure.
Comment by

Mr Rod Chaplin (1224807)

Comment ID

LPreg19-187

Response Date

09/09/19 11:33

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.4

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
For a village the size of Leeming Bar my view is that there is already more than adequate land already
allocated for industrial use. Nearby Northallerton is already being overrun with industrial units and my
main concern is the increase in the amount of heavy traffic already passing through Morton on Swale
and Ainderby Steeple. This has already risen over the past 12 months and although our bungalow is
not on the main road, it vibrates with the passing of larger and larger trucks. Crossing the road to get
to and from bus stops is very difficult at times. I hesitate to mention the word by-pass but perhaps
some of the huge amount of money spent on the Bedale by-pass would have been better allocated
linking the A1/Lorry Park to the roundabout on the Darlington road adjacent to the new housing
development. I have noticed a 'dead' exit on that roundabout - is this part of a future road plan? I realise
this is rather selfishly looking at Morton on Swale rather than Leeming Bar which looks as though it is
losing its identity which no doubt it thought it had following the building of the Bedale by-pass and the
new Northallerton link road
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Already mentioned above
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Chris + Judy Ramsay (1224593)

Comment ID

LPreg19-180

Response Date

06/09/19 11:40

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-06 Ramsay LPreg19-180_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Leeming Bar already has enough industrial
estates. We are primarily a residential area and should now be kept as much. What is being proposed
will take a great deal of our green space, traffic, noise + pollution will increase. We don’t need more
employment in this area, people already travel some distance to work at the existing factories, and
the unemployment is low in our area. Why us?
Comment by

Emma Corcoran (1224592)

Comment ID

LPreg19-179

Response Date

06/09/19 11:34

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-06 Corcoran LPreg19-179_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… • Loss of greenfields, trees, hedgerows and
natural habitat vital for the survival of our many endangered nature species. • Loss of character of the
village by way of continued coverage of our land by concrete and highways. • Rise in heavy traffic,
HGVs, noise, light pollution and littering – already a massive problem in the Coneygarth area. • Lack
of supporting infrastructure. Local roads and lanes are not suitable or designed for use by current
heavy traffic associated with local industry. Increasing potholes are a symptom of this.
Comment by

Mrs G Andrews (1224591)

Comment ID

LPreg19-178

Response Date

06/09/19 11:23

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-06 Andrews LPreg19-178_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… It is unneeded Unnecessary Unwanted The
Coneygarth roundabout is already chaotic. Lorries from motorway are a nightmare, crashing bollards
& losing loads. The existing ind. Estate is sufficient. All quoted reasons are applicable.
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Comment by

Mrs Ann Tomlins (1040761)

Comment ID

LPreg19-176

Response Date

05/09/19 12:29

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-05 A Tomlins LPreg19-176_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… We have been at Pembroke Caravan Park,
Leases Rd for the past 20 years. We have a seasonal pitch and spend from March to October at our
caravan. During this time we have seen changes to Leeming Bar. Any more building of Industrial units
would totally surround the caravan park and I for one, do not want to spend my time in the middle of
an Industrial Estate so it would be Goodbye to all of the revenue we spend in local businesses.
Comment by

Yvonne Thompson (1224413)

Comment ID

LPreg19-174

Response Date

05/09/19 12:11
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Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-05 Y Thompson LPreg19-174_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Need more provision for the young
people/teenagers, or they will get up to mischief.
Comment by

Mrs Barbara Craggs (1097895)

Comment ID

LPreg19-167

Response Date

04/09/19 15:20

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.30

Files

2019-09-04 B Craggs LPreg19-167_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The visual impact on the village a rise in traffic
noise. Pollution plus all the factory have to rely on people outside of the area for there staff.
Comment by

Mrs Barbara Lawrie (1224317)

Comment ID

LPreg19-166

Response Date

04/09/19 15:19

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.16

Files

2019-09-04 B Lawrie LPreg19-166_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… We live quite local but we stay several times a
year at Pembrook caravan park in our motorhome and do not agree with the proposals. We meet lots
of new people we also stay, who also bring business to the area – ie the local shops, railway and public
house/eatery. This proposal would change this area of the village, lose countryside, character + visitors.
The vehicle noise will increase plus pollution. Houses close by would be seriously devalued + the
caravan park also.
Comment by

M Wilson (1224308)

Comment ID

LPreg19-164

Response Date

04/09/19 14:40

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-04 M Wilson LPreg19-161_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of greenfield, trees & hedgerows. The
impact on the wildlife. Loss of farming land. The rise in traffic levels and impact on the villages around.
Comment by

Peter Hunt (1224303)

Comment ID

LPreg19-163

Response Date

04/09/19 14:24

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-04 Peter Hunt LPreg19-163_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… There is no further need for industry at Leeming
or Leeming Bar. A development like this needs to be nearer to a larger town.
Comment by

Mrs C Denny (1224294)

Comment ID

LPreg19-162

Response Date

04/09/19 13:51

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-04 C Denny LPreg19-162_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The size of development seems much larger
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than required, so I would see it at damaging to agriculture and local wildlife to expand so dramatically.
I see development of brown field sites for rent and feel the council should support filling all empty sites
primarily. There are better projects but a smaller site I would be more positive about.
Comment by

Mrs D Slack (1224272)

Comment ID

LPreg19-161

Response Date

04/09/19 12:27

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-04 D Slack LPreg19-161_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… As visitors to Pembrook Caravan Park regularly
we seriously object to your proposals why change such wonderful surroundings with more houses and
industrial units so near. The caravan park is an asset to Leeming Bar bringing many visitors who spend
money within the businesses here. The local people who live very close by will have their properties
seriously devalued and the caravan park could be forced to close due to lack of visitors wishing to stay
there surrounded by factories + more housing +obviously more traffic noise and the problems caused
by pollution from wagons.
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Comment by

Sarah Liddle (1224241)

Comment ID

LPreg19-72

Response Date

04/09/19 12:11

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-04 S Liddle LPreg19-72_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… That this is a rural area which will subsequently
see a loss of agricultural land and with it a diminishing of wildlife habitats and open spaces. As a local
resident I also fear a huge increase in traffic, noise and light pollution therefore I appeal that no new
development of industry development should be allowed.
Comment by

Miss K Phillips (1224252)

Comment ID

LPreg19-159

Response Date

04/09/19 11:40

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-04 K Phillips LPreg19-159_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. Blott on the landscape (lemonade factory
can be seen from Osmotherly + Leyburn). 2. 1st class food producing land should not be used for
industrial 3. Employment not for local people. (Vom bus people in from Teeside) 4. Houses in Leeming
are going to be boxes in with no views noise, especially early in the morning. House price likely to fall
dramatically.
Comment by

Mr & Ms S & M Sadler (1224239)

Comment ID

LPreg19-158

Response Date

04/09/19 10:59

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9
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Files

2019-09-04 S and M Sadler
LPreg19-158_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… • Further loss of agricultural land despite there
being no clear evidence that there is need for additional commercial development. • Impact on
neighbouring residential properties + wildlife. • Loss of open space + views towards Hambleton Hills
• Building industrial units around existing residential houses indicates a lack of sufficient forward
planning for need.
Comment by

D Hodgson (1224199)

Comment ID

LPreg19-157

Response Date

03/09/19 16:34

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-03 D Hodgson LPreg19-157_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… See Enclosed . . . . The Local Plan would allow
industry development on a huge scale, approx. 30Ha around Leeming Bar. An independent report by
GL Hearn (commissioned by the council) showed Hambleton needs 34.7 Ha of land for the whole
county – not just Leeming Bar. The councils proposals used the ‘upper end of range figures were not
entirely plausible’. The Employment Land Review in 2016 said of the site ‘given the residential setting
it is un-likely to be suitable for employment uses’. Leeming Bar and the surrounding villages will not
benefit from the development – there isn’t the local workforce. Unemployment is low at 3.1% compared
to a regional Yorkshire figure of 4.5%. There would be a loss of agricultural land, a loss of wildlife
habitats, a loss of open spaces and views. There are concerns over loss of privacy, more light and
noise pollution and a negative impact on current businesses. The character of the village would be
lost as the industrial development would almost encircle the residential areas.
Comment by

David Crisp (1025807)

Comment ID

LPreg19-169

Response Date

04/09/19 15:40

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-04 D Crisp_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. Does not provide employment for local
majority on existing industrial/business estates in Leeming Bar travel from Teeside. 2. Lack of
infrastructure 3. Despite promises in past to address concerns of locals during previous expansions
nothing happens.
Comment by

Mr Phillip Parker (1042584)

Comment ID

LPreg19-168

Response Date

04/09/19 15:32

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.19

Files

2019-09-04 P Parker LPreg19-168_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 272

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The disregard for local residents who will be
subject to increase noise, pollution and loss of green belt land. The impact on people and nature far
outweigh the implied benefits where the industrial estate that was created for ‘food industry’ only isn’t
full or food only. So will the council be transparent about what/how they believe this site is approved.??
Comment by

Mr Allen Day (1099770)

Comment ID

LPreg19-173

Response Date

05/09/19 12:05

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-05 Allen Day LPreg19-173_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing to voice my objections to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
used for employment uses. My objection is based on the following: Leeming Bar has expanded over
the last 10 years disproportionate to many other areas. The industrial growth has accelerated at an
alarming rate at the cost to green space and pollution (light, noise and fumes). The added pollution
alone from Exelby service station is cause for concern. How can you justify putting 30Ha of development
into one location when the total requirement for Hambleton is 34.7Ha? What study, if any, has been
made re current values and brownfield sites that could benefit from redevelopment such as ‘The Lodge’,
the nearby lorry park and petrol station? The infrastructure around the venue is insufficient to cope
with the traffic increase. Traffic already backs up at ‘rush hour’ times. So, I can only assume that the
next applications will be to increase and widen the roads within the vicinity. Accident damage to traffic
furniture within the vicinity is already apparent. The current industrial site isn’t fully occupied. Several
of these units have been empty for some time and land owned by Hambleton within the vicinity remains
‘For Sale’. Close to this land between units are small plots. Why not develop this already scarred
location. How can you justify the destruction of the Pembroke Caravan Park business for the sake of
other business interests? How can you justify building such units so close to occupied housing? Due
consideration must be given to local residents and homes owners who will suffer both mentally and
financially. A loss of tourism within the area causing local businesses a loss of trade i.e. Wensleydale
Railway, The Corner House and the Bedale shops. The local MP is already pressing to have the Red
Arrows deployed to Leeming Air Base. Plane spotters will attend to view such aircraft but will certainly
think twice about taking up accommodation in Leeming Bar. What restrictions will be put into place as
to what produce will be stored within these units? God forbid, if one of the aircraft using the base were
to crash upon the area it would be dreadful should there be fuel and chemical spillage. There is already
a high risk pipeline close to the planned site. The unemployment rate for the area does not justify such
an expansion. This would only lead to people travelling to the venue for employment purposes leading
to added pollution to the environment. Ideal as we are being told of the current global crisis. And finally,
this is environmental vandalism. The destruction of this green area along with wildlife within would be
utterly repugnant. The owner has deliberately run the site down over the years knowing that they can
pocket a pretty penny from an industrial sale. At a time when we are starting to understand that we
are destroying our planet you are actively looking at adding to this, despite public opinion protesting
against it. If you believe that you need to purchase the land then why don’t you do so. Then you could
plant several trees on the whole area to help soak up the pollution that increases by the day. Perhaps
you should encourage those in charge to put the ‘Tour De Yorkshire’ route through the estate to give
the world a glimpse of how Hambleton Council want this area of beauty to look like.
Comment by

Robert & Janet Winchester (1224393)

Comment ID

LPreg19-172

Response Date

05/09/19 11:01

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10
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Files

2019-09-05 Winchester LPreg19-172_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… As attached letter. Hambleton Local Planning
Department I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for
employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. Impact on the houses that
border this proposed development site. 2. Impact on local businesses re; caravan holiday park and a
nursery also the tourists who visit Wenslydale Heritage Railway, do we really want visitors travelling
through an industrial area to the historical train station, which brings revenue into Leeming Bar. 3.
Impact on environmental traffic pollution and noise from the proposed site. The effect on wildlife as
the proposed site is now beautiful fields which attract all types of wildlife even deer. 4. The character
of the village will be effected. We have enough industry in Leeming bar surely this proposed site can
moved to along the A1 easy access and where this is already lots of industry. 5. There is still land
vacant on the opposite side of the site some of which has been up for sale since we moved to Leeming
Bar 3 years ago. 6. A lot of the work force for the industry in Leeming Bar already comes from outside
the area so the proposed site will be for the same as unemployment is not that big a problem in Leeming
Bar. 7. Can we know what sort of industry is being proposed for this site and who is interested.
Comment by

Wendy Hobson (1110059)

Comment ID

LPreg19-171

Response Date

04/09/19 16:08

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 275

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-04 W Hobson LPreg19-171_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land East of Leeming Bar (LEB3) being allocated for industrial development.The proposed
sites are much too large (30 Ha approx.) and would leave the village houses almost surrounded by
development. The character of the village has already been adversely affected by the current industrial
area and the Coneygarth Truckstop. The lorries park up at night along Leases Road and down both
sides of Low Street Bank. This is unacceptable as the restricted view is extremely dangerous, affecting
Kirkby Fleetham and Leeming. If the proposed development went ahead there would be even more
traffic, noise and pollution. At present the by-pass goes through fields and agricultural land with open
views which would be lost. More employment sites would be required for North Yorkshire in the future,
but why develop them in areas of high unemployment throughout the whole country instead of spoiling
the village of Leeming Bar?
Comment by

James Tomlins (1224419)

Comment ID

LPreg19-175

Response Date

05/09/19 12:19

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7
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Files

2019-09-05 J Tomlins LPreg19-175_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… I have a seasonal pitch at Pembroke Caravan
Park. We go there to escape to the countryside obviously no-one from the planning dept lives in the
village or this plan would not be even contemplated. Plenty room the other side of the A1 which wouldn’t
impact on any of the villages.
Comment by

Leonora & John Cook (1224052)

Comment ID

LPreg19-147

Response Date

30/08/19 09:16

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-30 LJ Cook LPreg19-147_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The big increase in air pollution and noise
pollution. [personal information redacted] We already have large numbers of heavy goods vehicles
refuelling at the nearby Shell garage, plus a very busy series of roundabouts. WE DO NOT WANT
ANYMORE!!!
Comment by

A Wielding (1223965)

Comment ID

LPreg19-137

Response Date

30/08/19 11:41

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-30 A Wielding_LPreg 19-137 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…
Comment by

Mrs M Anderson (1223966)

Comment ID

LPreg19-138

Response Date

30/08/19 11:45

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-30 M Anderson_ Lpreg 19-138 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… That any green land should not be used for
commercial industrial or housing purposes Land owners / Farmers should be discouraged from selling
off green land
Comment by

Mr Terrance Anderson (1223967)

Comment ID

LPreg19-139

Response Date

30/08/19 11:50

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.13

Files

2019-08-30 T Anderson LPreg19-139_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Planning permission should not be given to
green spaces simply because it convenient for commercial activity. Waste and brown areas should
be the planning authorities priority.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs N Mason (1223968)

Comment ID

LPreg19-140

Response Date

30/08/19 11:53

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-30-N Mason_ LPreg19-140 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…
Comment by

Jill Dalby (1223989)

Comment ID

LPreg19-141
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Response Date

30/08/19 15:18

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-30 Dalby LPreg19-141_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… That the expensive bedale bypass that was
fought for so long is in danger of being transferred into a road through a trading estate which appears
to defeat the whole object of the bypass. The proposed trading estate will need access to the bypass
thereby causing a dangerous motoring situation for vehicles entering and exciting the trading estate.
It is very pleasing to see how well the bypass is operating because the traffic through Aiskew and
Bedale has much reduced allowing the residents to access the main road. However, an increasing
amount of traffic is being generated by lorries coming off the A1 to visit the service station which was
no doubt expected. It is very sad to see so much of the countryside being destroyed by unnecessary
industrial building and I feel very sorry for the inhabitants of Leeming Village who will be completely
engulfed by industrial pursuits. The Bedale area is being swamped by housing with no thought for the
infrastructure to service the extra number of people moving into the area. There is only one doctors
surgery and one dentist. Surely there must be better locations for industrial development within the
Northallerton area and better access to the labour market.
Comment by

Katy McElroy (1223992)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-142

Response Date

30/08/19 15:29

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-30 McElroy LPreg19-142_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… I pass through this area 6x each day and traffic
on most days is considerable, especially for a small village/agricultural area. Industrial development
would lead to a rise in traffic and noise and light pollution. In addition and of great importance there
would be a loss of green fields, trees and hedgerows and hence loss of wildlife habitats. People visit
North Yorkshire to enjoy its glorious countryside, views and open spaces – it is VITAL that we act
responsibly and preserve “Gods County”!
Comment by

Mr & Mrs A & VM Nelson (1223993)

Comment ID

LPreg19-143

Response Date

30/08/19 15:40

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-30 Nelson LPreg19-143_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The existing industrial estate already cause
extra traffic & heavy lorries to pass through Leeming Bar both day & night. To double the size of the
industrial estate would cause great problems for residents, impacting their quality of life & de-valuing
their homes.
Comment by

Sharon Atkinson (1223994)

Comment ID

LPreg19-144

Response Date

30/08/19 15:50

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-30 S Atkinson LPreg19-144_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The original industrial estate isn’t used to its
capacity – so how will the new one be utilised?
Comment by

Emily James (1224002)

Comment ID

LPreg19-145

Response Date

30/08/19 16:01

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-30 James LPreg19-145_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Current industrial estate has unused/vacant
lots fill these first before building new ones.
Comment by

Mrs Mair Evans (1224092)

Comment ID

LPreg19-148

Response Date

02/09/19 09:51

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-02 Evans LPreg19-148_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 286

You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of green fields, trees, & hedgerows. Loss
of wildlife The rise of traffic, noise, pollution etc. Loss of the character of the villages. Impact on current
businesses. Not suitable. Not necessary.
Comment by

Tracy Snowdon (1224061)

Comment ID

LPreg19-149

Response Date

02/09/19 10:24

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-02 Tracy Snowdon
LPreg19-149_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of open spaces and views, wildlife habitats.
More noise pollution and increased traffic. The “village” feel and quiet, country part of the village would
be completely ruined.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs Ian Robinson (1224097)

Comment ID

LPreg19-74

Response Date

02/09/19 12:11

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-02 Robinson LPreg19-74_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Morton on Swale village as been subjected to
a considerable increase in traffic volumn & noise since the opening of the Bedale by pass. Further
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industrial development and housing would almost certainly increase traffic volumn, pollution and
speeding through the village. The loss of green fields, trees and hedgerows will have impact on the
wildlife. Studies show areas of countryside help peoples wellbeing etc Morton on Swale has in the last
20 years has seen the loss of the post office, a pub and garage and yet there has been an increased
in the house built or to be built (70+) with no thought to new infrastructure in the area and surrounding
area.
Comment by

John and SPE Craig (1224079)

Comment ID

LPreg19-151

Response Date

02/09/19 14:26

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-02 Craig LPreg19-151_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… That it totally circles some of the houses in
Leeming and they will be surrounded by an industrial estate on all sides. Their current houses are in
a village and these is a caravan park whose customers will presumably no longer want to stay. There
are enough roundabouts in the immediate area already and any more will disrupt traffic further –
ESPECIALLY over Morton bridge which is frequently closed. It will also destroy the pleasant countryside.
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Comment by

Alan MacMillan (1224084)

Comment ID

LPreg19-152

Response Date

02/09/19 14:50

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-02 MacMillan LPreg19-152_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The loss of green space; the loss of the character
of the village; the loss of countryside; the increase in traffic, noise & light pollution; the over-development
of this area – it already has a large industrial estate for a village of this size.
Comment by

Janet Moffatt (1224090)

Comment ID

LPreg19-153

Response Date

02/09/19 15:15

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed
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Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-02 Moffatt LPreg19-153_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Bedale is just coping with the traffic its got going
through it now, over the 2 yrs I’ve lived here the noise and the vibration has got a hell of a lot worse.
Leeming Bar Bedale and the surrounding area will not benefit by a large scale development. It will
definitely effect tourism this is a quaint and interesting part of the Yorkshire Dales. Birds and open
spaces are very important.
Comment by

Lucy Shirt (1226488)

Comment ID

LPreg19-402

Response Date

02/09/19 16:27

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-02 - Lucy Shirt Leeming Bar Industry
Site_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I’m emailing you with regards to the proposed Leeming Bar development. In my opinion, the new LEB3
site would negatively impact the surrounding wildlife and villages. Firstly, with increased industrial
traffic, children could be in greater danger, for example when cycling or walking to the bus stop on
dark mornings. Not only that, but since the development of the Coneygarth truck stop, the amount of
litter has reached an unacceptable level; I feel something should be put in place to reduce the escalating
amount of litter. There is already an increase in light pollution from road and industry developments
in the area and it would increase even further following the Leeming Bar development, reducing the
natural night sky. Moreover, with the new build, there would be a loss of habitat and it would be a
tragedy to lose the wildlife that has made a home there. From my perspective, as a young person
growing up in this area, it would be a disappointment to take away the character and beauty of Leeming
Bar and the surrounding countryside. I’ve always seen it as a friendly and pleasant place, and a large
industry site would be a huge blot on the landscape.
Comment by

Mrs Linda Mayes (1224146)

Comment ID

LPreg19-154

Response Date

03/09/19 12:01

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-03 Linda Mayes LPreg19-154_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… All of the ones stated on the Plan Proposed,
the area is silly this is a village being strangled! By Bad planning!! + Heavy Goods.
Comment by

G & V Lamb (1224175)

Comment ID

LPreg19-155

Response Date

03/09/19 15:01

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-03 G V Lamb LPreg19-155_redacted.pdf (1)

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… We have a caravan sited near to proposed build
site. We spend a lot of time and money at the area. Also the loss of countryside and rise of traffic and
we may have to move our caravan to another area which would be a shame as we have been coming
to this area for 15 years
Comment by

Mr Gavin Mayes (1224189)

Comment ID

LPreg19-156

Response Date

03/09/19 15:45

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-03 G Mayes LPreg19-156_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… • Loss of character to the village, encircling
residents within an industrial zone. • Rise in traffic / HGV’s & associated parking issues, overnight
parking, litter, discarded urine bottles + faeces left at roadside. • Destruction of rural fields, trees +
hedgerows. • Will destroy business to the caravan site, reduce value of residents homes and make
them hard to sell.
Comment by

Peter Hardy (1223821)

Comment ID

LPreg19-116

Response Date

27/08/19 16:01

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-27 Hardy LPreg19-116_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The extra HGV
traffic this development would generate through our already busy road, travelling to & from the A19,
the noise and light pollution from the sight would be intolerable to Leeming Bar inhabitants & surrounding
villages. Already local lay-bys are used for HGV vehicles as sleeping areas. This would add to the
problem.
Comment by

RM Dale (1223893)

Comment ID

LPreg19-119

Response Date

28/08/19 08:31

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.12

Files

2019-08-28 RM Dale LPreg19-119_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 296

Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… That this will
add further to the volume of commercial and other traffic using the A684 through Morton on Swale
towards Northallerton.
Comment by

John Wright (1223895)

Comment ID

LPreg19-120

Response Date

28/08/19 08:41

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-28 Wright LPreg19-120_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of
countryside, views and wildlife
Comment by

Mr & Mrs Roddam (1027381)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-121

Response Date

28/08/19 08:47

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-08-28 Roddam LPreg19-121_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Negative impact
on the natural environment including increased pollution Unacceptable rise in the amount of traffic in
Leeming Bar and neighbouring villages
Comment by

A Gray (1223897)

Comment ID

LPreg19-122

Response Date

28/08/19 08:53

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter
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Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-28-Gray LPreg19-122_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… This would be
totally out of character with the community and the area. It would cause extensive commercial traffic
and noise locally and a great increase of private vehicles travelling daily to and from the work place.
A great increase of noise and pollution on local roads and relatively small quiet communities We need
green areas around our villages and rural communities
Comment by

Mr & Mrs C & J Walker (1223896)

Comment ID

LPreg19-123

Response Date

28/08/19 08:53

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-28 CJ Walker LPreg 19-123_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. The
disproportionate use of Leeming Bar to meet county wide requirements 2. The extremely unfair burden
placed on local properties by being almost surrounded by industrial development, including noise, loss
of views, lost open space, loss of property value etc 3. Increases in traffic at the Coneygarth roundabout,
which is already excessive plus likely increase in lorries overnight camping on the road to Coneygarth
and the top end of Low Street, the latter being especially unacceptable. 4. Leeming Bar is a fairly
unexceptional place now and needs all the help it can get by more pleasant development, not more
industry. 5. Loss of good quality agricultural land.
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Comments.
Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft (30/07/19 to 17/09/19)
Comment by

D Robinson (1224050)

Comment ID

LPreg19-146

Response Date

28/08/19 09:02

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-08-28 D Robinson LPreg19-146 _redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Build houses
on it your always looking for housing sites
Comment by

Andrew Spence (1223900)

Comment ID

LPreg19-124

Response Date

28/08/19 09:15

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-08-28 Spence LPreg19-124_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Ainderby, Steeple,
and Morton on Swale are growing in population including families with young children. The main road
between Northallerton and Leeming will inevitably become more used the A684’s infrastructure and
traffic calming through the villages is inadequate now and will deteriorate with increased HGV
movements if this project were to go ahead. A Councils primary concern should be for the safety of
its residents improvements to traffic safety would need to be dramatically improved before I could lift
my objection
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Comment by

A Hoare (1223914)

Comment ID

LPreg19-126

Response Date

29/08/19 12:43

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-08-29 A Hoare LPreg19-126_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The impact of
more traffic through the villages of Morton-on-Swale and Ainderby Steeple. This is a stretch of road
with a foot path used by a lot of people causing more pollution to beathe. Accessing the A684 from
the side roads is extremely difficult and crossing on foot is a nightmare. There should be no more
development in this area till these villages are by passed. Has someone who has lived area all my (70
yrs) it has been ruined enough with out anymore.
Comment by

Fiona McColloch (1223915)

Comment ID

LPreg19-127

Response Date

29/08/19 13:08

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 3

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-08-29 F McColloch LPreg19-127_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of wildlife habitat this has already been
effected by the bypass. Loss of character of the “gateway to the dales” no tourists want to visit an
industrial estate.
Comment by

Fiona Yorke (1223917)

Comment ID

LPreg19-128

Response Date

29/08/19 13:16

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-08-29 F Yorke LPreg19-128_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The loss of countryside to a village that already
has industrial businesses on its boundary. Of most concern is the loss of hedgerows and the impact
this has on insect and wildlife habitat already under severe threat in North Yorkshire. Residents noise
and light pollution will significantly increase. I object to this land being allocated in this way.
Comment by

Janet Morris (1223918)

Comment ID

LPreg19-129

Response Date

29/08/19 13:22

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-29 J Morris LPreg19-129_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Any development needs to enhance the needs
of what must be retained as a rural community. This one would see residents surrounded by industrial
units disproportionate to the area with the loss of their rural views of the Hambleton Hills and surrounding
countryside. Must of this is farmland which, once lost, will never be returned to agricultural use. This
is no requirement for extra employment so potential workers would need to travel in thus creating more
traffic, not only in Leeming Bar, but on approach roads already burdened by heavy vehicles causing
pollution and environmental harm. People are attracted to Leeming Bar to appreciate its situation within
the beautiful Hambleton area. In detracting from this, the proposed development surely removes such
an offering.
Comment by

Louise Talbot (1223919)

Comment ID

LPreg19-130

Response Date

29/08/19 13:35

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-29 L Talbot LPreg19-130_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Rise in traffic and spoiling our beautiful
countryside. Thank you for taking the local residents opinion into account.
Comment by

Margaret Morgan (1223921)

Comment ID

LPreg19-131

Response Date

29/08/19 13:44

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-29 M Morgan LPreg19-131_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Please stop ruining this beautiful area, for us now, and those who will live here in the future. It is
heartbreaking. I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for
employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. This area is gateway to
one of the post prized assets in England – the Yorkshire Dales. Tourism is a prime factor here. 2. This
is not a proposal to build on a brownfield site, but proposes the loss of fields, hedgerows, trees and
animal/wildlife habitat i.e. the very asset that attracts tourists. 3. Obviously in turn more traffic, more
noise, more fumes, more pollution accompany more industry. This in turn makes Leeming industrial
suburbia. Awful for the residents, awful for the visitor perspective. 4. In addition how many more
faceless, characterless square box “all the same”, houses can you keep building? Could use brownfield
sites. Could we have some character – please?
Comment by

Mr & Mrs Roddy (1026231)

Comment ID

LPreg19-132

Response Date

29/08/19 13:54

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-29 T Roddy LPreg19-132_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The loss of greenfields, trees, hedgerows and
farmland, which would affect the local community. The inevitable rise in traffic, noise and pollution
adding to the already high rise in traffic etc, on the A684, following the opening of the Bedale bypass!!!
Comment by

Ian and Wendy Thresh (1223922)

Comment ID

LPreg19-133

Response Date

29/08/19 14:04

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-08-29 Thresh LPreg19-133_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The increased volumes of traffic, increased air
pollution and increased noise from the traffic. Also the loss of open space and wild life habitat.
Comment by

Janice Ramsay (1223899)

Comment ID

LPreg19-125

Response Date

28/08/19 09:15

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-08-28 Ramsay LPreg 19-125_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The loss of
green fields The work force come from outside Leeming Bar i.e. Darlington etc so build the site closer
to them Then less traffic on the roads.
Comment by

Mrs J Dodsworth (1223806)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-104

Response Date

21/08/19 15:10

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-21 Dodsworth LPreg19-104_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of character
of the village Pollution Lack of supporting infrastructure Devaluation of local properties
Comment by

Twibill (1223807)

Comment ID

LPreg19-105

Response Date

21/08/19 15:13

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter
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Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-21 Twibill LPreg19-105_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Impact on the
countryside & village Rise in antisocial behaviour Increase in pollution – noise and environmental
Increase in heavy traffic Too close to residential properties that are now surrounded
Comment by

Ashley Firth (1223809)

Comment ID

LPreg19-106

Response Date

21/08/19 15:15

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-21 Firth LPreg19-106_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of green
space, trees, wildlife habitat Extra traffic and congestion HGV’s contributing to pot holes Noise pollution
& air pollution Lack of supporting infrastructure (GP surgery is over full) (school is full) Increasing urban
sprawl Too many estates in this area!
Comment by

John & Shirley Ogden (1223479)

Comment ID

LPreg19-94

Response Date

21/08/19 16:27

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.12

Files

2019-08-21 J

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In addition to all the objections already raised in regard to the proposed increase to the industrial area
at Leeming Bar, (i.e. loss of countryside, demolition of the character of the village, increase in traffic,
traffic noise and pollution ), all of which I wholeheartedly concur, there would inevitably be a disastrous
fall in the value of properties in proximity of the development Additionally, owing to the low level of
unemployment in the area, there would be insufficient manpower, locally, to fulfil the employment levels
required and labour would therefore have to be “bussed in” from further afield, as it is already to a
certain extent, locally. Surely it would be more prudent to build a new industrial centre closer to an
area of high unemployment. Finally, I would beseech the members of the planning committee to say
if just one of them would be prepared to move and reside in the Leeming Bar area, post development.
Yours faithfully, John and Shirley Ogden,
Comment by

Saunders (1223810)

Comment ID

LPreg19-107

Response Date

22/08/19 15:18

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-22 Saunders LPreg19-107_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Overdevelopment
of the area. Access off bypass & or Low Street. Additional traffic as little or no public transport.
Comment by

Amanda Brown (1223813)

Comment ID

LPreg19-109

Response Date

22/08/19 15:35

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-22 A Brown LPreg19-109_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Carbon footprint
Loss of village – within industrial estate Loss of farming land Impact on local business/tourism Increase
in traffic/speed/risk to residents
Comment by

Hannah Brown (1223814)

Comment ID

LPreg19-110

Response Date

22/08/19 15:37

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-22 H Brown LPreg19-110_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… This is a village,
our house prices would depreciate. The whole community would be affected by more industrial
fumes/transport.
Comment by

J T Nicholson (1223311)

Comment ID

LPreg19-41

Response Date

23/08/19 09:29

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-22 Nicholson LPreg19-41_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Leeming Bar
will transform from a village with small industry attached to a large industrial site with a small village
attached Massive increase in traffic and associated pollution Loss of green belt land 24 Hour Noise
pollution No benefit to the village whatsoever A decision made by unaccountable useless local
government dictors
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Comment by

Tim Moss (1223351)

Comment ID

LPreg19-56

Response Date

23/08/19 11:08

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-12 Moss LPreg19-56_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The area shown
is way out of proportion for immediate area/ There has already been an increase in size of the industrial
site of 2 to 300%, The whole character of the area is being overwhelmed by both housing and industrial
development, whilst services ie the friarage are being cut, currently a lot of the workers on the existing
industrial estate travel to leeming bar, surely the work and jobs would be better set up in the areas
from which they travel.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs G Walker (1223387)

Comment ID

LPreg19-73

Response Date

23/08/19 12:11
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Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-12 Walker LPreg19-73_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Just having
moved here to be surrounded by industrial units and loosing these green sites as well as hedgehogs,
red squirrel – both endangered and both are present. The loss of Low Street – Quiet, walk for local
people and children which is a safe and green circular walk. Noise and light pollution as for size of
Leeming Bar I think we are at the Limit. The workforce for these industries will not be local as
unemployment low so this will be jobs tendered out resulting in extra traffic both light and havy vehicles.
We have just returned to Yorkshire, Langholm where we lived has abandoned industrial units resulting
in unkept sites – vandalism – arson and a scar on the town – Although I am not saying this will happen
you cannot say it won’t.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs M Coile (1223793)

Comment ID

LPreg19-95

Response Date

23/08/19 14:42

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-23 Coile LPreg19-95_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, We object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The increased
heavy traffic through Morton . . Speeding is already a problem and very little is done to stop it. More
traffic noise and pollution. Morton bridge was not built to take so many or such heavy HGVs.
Comment by

Mr John Stenhouse (1223798)

Comment ID

LPreg19-96

Response Date

23/08/19 14:47

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-23 Stenhouse LPreg19-96_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… They take no
notice of the following:- 1. Local unemployment is very low. Indeed the two present industrial estates
at Leeming bar bus in from outside Hambleton area including foreign national workers. 2. No
consideration is given to local residents who are becoming surrounded by industry or is it as a district
councillor informed me Leeming Bar has always been the industrial hub for Bedale. 3. Road congestion
massively increased access/egress to A1. New link rd blocks.
Comment by

Mr T P Peacock (1223800)

Comment ID

LPreg19-98

Response Date

23/08/19 14:52

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-23 Peacock LPreg19-98_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Any further
traffic would increase the problems in M-O-S. i.e. Only one controlled crossing of the A684 and speed
limit not being adhered to by the majority of through traffic.
Comment by

Andrew Robson (1223801)

Comment ID

LPreg19-99

Response Date

23/08/19 14:56

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-23 Robson LPreg19-99_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Increased traffic
Loss of green land and wildlife
Comment by

Mr & Mrs B Mead (1223802)

Comment ID

LPreg19-100

Response Date

23/08/19 14:59

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-23 Mead LPreg19-100_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. The increased
traffic, noise & light pollution in what was a rural & village location. 2. The local infrastructure is already
stretched to its limit. 3. There is a lack of people to fill any employment opportunities locally thus
requiring employees to travel from out of this area & create more traffic, pollution etc. 4. The area is
not suitable for further development due to the above factors & should remain agricultural use.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs Goodwin (1099118)

Comment ID

LPreg19-97

Response Date

27/08/19 14:48

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-23 Goodwin LPreg19-97_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I strongly object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3)
being allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… That the
world (that includes us) is in an environmental crisis. We must look after our land, mature trees and
the wildlife that depends on undisturbed, insect rich habitat. We have numerous species around that
MUST be protected. Development will increase air, light and noise pollution, which is already 24/7.
Traffic, rubbish and crime will increase with very little evidence of any law enforcement. It will have a
detrimental effect on the well-being of residents, who need green space, not just play parks. It will
have a reduction in the value of our property.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs Shepherd (1223815)

Comment ID

LPreg19-111

Response Date

27/08/19 15:40

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-27 Shepherd LPreg19-111_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Noise pollution.
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Devaluing houses. Losing surrounding views. Increase in traffic. (More litter). When you say its more
jobs for local people. Why do they travel from outside areas?
Comment by

Mr & Mrs E Atkinson (1223816)

Comment ID

LPreg19-112

Response Date

27/08/19 15:43

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-27 E Atkinson LPreg19-112_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The loss of
prime agricultural land. (loss of more countryside). Further heavy vehicle movements to a wider area,
not in keeping with the original plan for industrial use. Impact on the local environment.
Comment by

Mr J Dixon (1223817)

Comment ID

LPreg19-113

Response Date

27/08/19 15:47
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Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-27 J Dixon LPreg19-113_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. Rise in traffic.
Bedale bypass was built to ease traffic congestion in area, this plan seems certain to build it up again.
2. Already an industrial estate in area, why add to it. 3. Loss of green fields, countryside. 4. Stress on
existing infrastructure.
Comment by

Miss Helen Cattliff (1223818)

Comment ID

LPreg19-114

Response Date

27/08/19 15:51

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7
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Files

2019-08-27 Cattliff LPreg19-114_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The percentage
of people in Leeming Bar who actually require work. Which I understand to be low. Wagon drivers
disposing of bottles of urine and parcles of faeces in our gardens and hedges and on the side of roads.
Noise from wagons and other machinary 24 hours a day everyday. Traffic congestion outside our
houses and in the area. The fact that no one on Lowlands Drive has been notified about change of
use of land behind out houses.
Comment by

H Mason (1223820)

Comment ID

LPreg19-115

Response Date

27/08/19 15:58

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-08-27 H Mason LPreg19-115_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Impact on the
local environment; visually, ecologically and audibly. Proximity to housing and tourist areas.
Comment by

Brian Sadler (1223812)

Comment ID

LPreg19-108

Response Date

22/08/19 15:31

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-22 Sadler LPreg19-108_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… That the proposed
industrial expansion will lead to increased traffic flows. The existing A684 is already, often at saturation
point through Morton-on-Swale and Ainderby Steeple with the consequent pollution and safety concerns.
Better to plant a forest to take CO2 out of the atmosphere.
Comment by

Mr J Spence (1223308)

Comment ID

LPreg19-40

Response Date

20/08/19 09:17

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-20 Spence LPreg19-40_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… That we have
enough employment opportunities in Teeside, Leeds, and York we need to maintain Green Space
Comment by

Mr N Andrews (1223323)

Comment ID

LPreg19-46

Response Date

20/08/19 10:05

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-20 Andrews LPreg19-46_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… I cannot
understand the logic of destroying prime agricultural land when the dismissed site of RAF Dishford
just down the A1, could be used instead. Does no one have any common sense, but then the trouble
with common sense is its not so common!
Comment by

Elizabeth Mary Davidson (1223326)

Comment ID

LPreg19-48

Response Date

20/08/19 10:11

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-20 Davidson LPreg19-48_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of
countryside I think there are too many houses being built in the area and a lot are not selling. Business
as well are closing
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Comment by

Elizabeth Davies (1223331)

Comment ID

LPreg19-49

Response Date

20/08/19 10:18

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-20 Davies LPreg19-49_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… This large
industrial development would be a disaster for the local residential area, as well as loss of good
agricultural land which will be needed more than ever in the future. This area has lovely open views
to the dales and the North York Moors which is visited by thousands of people each year helping the
local economy. The development would have a very negative effect on so many different aspects in
the local community.
Comment by

Mr J A Blanchard (1223334)

Comment ID

LPreg19-51

Response Date

20/08/19 10:27
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Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-12 J A Blanchard LPreg19-51_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Rise in traffic,
noise and light pollution Loss of green fields, trees and hedgerows Lack of supporting infrastructure
Loss of views and countryside No need for extra industrial estates Impact on tourism
Comment by

Mr & Mrs G Dunn (1223335)

Comment ID

LPreg19-52

Response Date

20/08/19 10:31

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-20 Dunn LPreg19-52_redacted.pdf

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 34

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… There is to much
traffic through Morton on Swale already. We many a time wait 10 mins to get across the road.
Comment by

Paul Simpson & Suzanne Old Simpson Old (1223337)

Comment ID

LPreg19-53

Response Date

20/08/19 10:37

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-12 Simpson Old LPreg19-53_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…
Comment by

Robert Johnston (1223339)

Comment ID

LPreg19-54

Response Date

20/08/19 10:42

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-20 R Johnston LPreg19-54_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Its unfair to
encircle the whole village with industrial units. My house backs onto the railway line on Northalleton
Road near the VOM factory. We have to put up with banging and crashing through the night even
though we’ve complained about it. (they just ignore us). If units are built there should be a buffer zone
following the railway line to protect us from noise and pollution at least and keep any existing trees in
place as a screening.
Comment by

Mrs J E Smith (1223343)

Comment ID

LPreg19-55

Response Date

20/08/19 10:50

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-20 Smith LPreg19-55_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Too many people
too many houses and for too much traffic. Just leave us in peace Thank you
Comment by

Geoffrey Hookham (1223356)

Comment ID

LPreg19-58

Response Date

20/08/19 11:13

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-12 Hookham LPreg19-58_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…
Comment by

K Armstrong (1223366)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-62

Response Date

20/08/19 11:24

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-12 Armstrong LPreg19-62_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Extra noise and
pollution also drainage, my property is adjacent to the VOM and the noise at 3-4 in the early hours of
the morning and on a weekend with fridge motors constantly running, so I think there is more than
enough industry around this area. Thank you
Comment by

Mr and Mrs Evans (1223437)

Comment ID

LPreg19-91

Response Date

20/08/19 14:47

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed
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Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.12

Files

2019-08-20 Evans LPreg19-91_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor (Leeming Bar!), East of Leeming Bar
(LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…
Too many units for a village so small, Noise will be a big issue There will be a very large increase in
the amount of lorrys in the area and parked up – already causing many issues Why cannot you use
all the space at the otherside of the motorway between Bedale and where the ring road ages around
Leeming Bar but before the A1m this area is very large and has no housing near by!
Comment by

Johnston (1223230)

Comment ID

LPreg19-32

Response Date

20/08/19 16:00

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-12-Johnston LPreg19-32_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The councils
inability to utilise existing brownfield sites. Businesses should be encouraged to use all the existing
brownfield sites in the Hambleton District.
Comment by

WA/JE/TL White (1223269)

Comment ID

LPreg19-36

Response Date

20/08/19 16:33

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-20 White LPreg19-36_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… That you are
destroying the village atmosphere of Leeming Bar, Aiskew, Bedale and surrounding villages. Eyesores
are popping up everywhere, this needs to stop now!. No more commercial estates no more housing
estates. The roads, power and sewage are overloaded.
Comment by

S Nye (1223274)

Comment ID

LPreg19-37

Response Date

20/08/19 16:39

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-20 S Nye LPreg19-37_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… This creates a
residential enclave surrounded by an industrial belt. This goes against all your local plans. It does not
promote good health and will add to burden on the NHS and social services due to ill health. It is very
short sighted and planning madness.
Comment by

Heather Watson (1223276)

Comment ID

LPreg19-38

Response Date

20/08/19 16:46

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-20 Watson LPreg19-38_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The increase
of traffic noise, and pollution loss of countyside impacting on tourism and habitat. The negative impact
on village life
Comment by

Miss S Ward (1223278)

Comment ID

LPreg19-39

Response Date

20/08/19 16:53

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-20 Ward LPreg19-39_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Heavy lorrys
going past my place shaking the flat's and not useing the bypast that was built for the use. NO HAPPY
AT ALL. Cause of noise and the rise in traffic, loss of the view, loss of countryside, loss of of greenfields,
trees, hedgerows. When I move here 25 year ago there were less house but over the last ten or more
Here 3 lot's of hous gone up with noise traffic and the back of my home the factory has gone big so
all you can see is factory now and with road been dig up and traffic lights been up all the time and not
beable us the bus stop for them. I don’t know I am write this cause you made your mind's up and
money has chang Hand's so we have no say in it
Comment by

D Fawcett (1027136)

Comment ID

LPreg19-101

Response Date

21/08/19 15:00

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.14

Files

2019-08-21 Fawcett LPreg19-101_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Its over development – not necessary, not req’d
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& will decimate adjoining business plus an absolute eyesore on a new by-pass and its top quality
farming land. (Use in fill more for houses). No real employment in area – quite low & rest either don’t
(“wont” work or are unemployable, you would have to bus in rubbish from well outside the area. My
wife also objects
Comment by

Mr & Mrs P Staves (1223803)

Comment ID

LPreg19-102

Response Date

21/08/19 15:04

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-21 Staves LPreg19-102_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… the impact on
our semi-rural neighbouring communities, particularly Leeming Bar, steadily becoming industrialised,
the pollution affecting the environment, especially by the increased traffic on the A684 which is already
heavy & of serious concern.
Comment by

Mrs M Ewart (1223391)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-77

Response Date

19/08/19 12:24

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-13 G Ewart LPreg19-29_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1.The detrimental
effect it will have for local residents and the devaluation of the homes in the area. 2. If the land can be
farmed – that is what it should be used for. Local produce reduces carbon footprint. 3. If the land is
unsuitable for farming it should be used for decent low cost housing.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs J F McGuckin (1223390)

Comment ID

LPreg19-76

Response Date

19/08/19 12:19

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed
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Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-12 McGuckin LPreg19-76_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… This would
industrialise a rural community. It is totally inappropriate for the area – which is agricultural and a quiet
haven away from the existing industrial estates. Consideration should be given to people’s quality of
life. Would the council like this industrial development on their doorstep!! We need our green spaces
for mental health and well being. (As stated by Duchess of Cambridge)
Comment by

Rosemary Colebrook (1223388)

Comment ID

LPreg19-75

Response Date

19/08/19 12:13

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-12 Colebrook LPreg19-75_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Most of the
businesses will be automated therefore not conducive to local employment. Ugly structures on attractive
open areas affecting local wellbeing of residents and spoiling environmental positives such as wildlife
and tourism. Traffic noise and pollution detracting ffom local residential wellbeing and health.
Comment by

Lawson (1223380)

Comment ID

LPreg19-71

Response Date

19/08/19 11:57

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-12 Lawson LPreg19-71_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… I protect birds,
wildlife for 40 years No more planning in Aiskew please, No building. 70 years we have lived here
There are red newts here, Keep land. Protect our country
Comment by

Johliene Phillips (1223376)

Comment ID

LPreg19-67

Response Date

19/08/19 11:43

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-12 Phillips LPreg19-67_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Because it will
change the whole area. Loss of green countryside, more pollution, more noise. This is a beautiful area
and should be kept so. People chose to live here because of that, so leave it as it is and have respect
for lives.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs Alan & Michele Hodgson (1223320)

Comment ID

LPreg19-44

Response Date

19/08/19 09:58

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-19 Hodgson LPreg19-44_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of green
fields trees and hedgerows. Loss of views and impact on tourism. Rise in traffic pollution noise and
light increase in antisocial behaviour. Which gave rise to the recent PPO in Leeming. Industrial estates
and surrounding area. Loss of the character of the village loss of countryside. Residential setting is
unsuitable for employment uses not enough local workforce to fill possible jobs.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs P J Richmond (1223258)

Comment ID

LPreg19-33

Response Date

12/08/19 16:14

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-12 Richmond LPreg19-33 no text on
card_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department I object to the land at Aiskew Moor East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton Local Plan are....
Comment by

David Long (1223363)

Comment ID

LPreg19-61

Response Date

12/08/19 11:22

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-12 Long LPreg19-61_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The number of
lorries parking overnight on local B roads is already of great concern and it is clear that Hambleton
District Council cannot cope with the volume of litter generated by recent developments. This
development will Destroy the residential element of Leeming Bar and is wholly inappropriate
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Comment by

Michael Harding (1223371)

Comment ID

LPreg19-64

Response Date

12/08/19 11:30

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.12

Files

2019-08-12 Harding LPreg19-64_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… More agricultural
land disappearing, our need will be required after “Brexit”, increase in traffic with associated pollution,
This has been more noticeable since the opening of the Bedale By-pass on the A684 towards
Northallerton, wild life habitats disturbed and lost.
Comment by

Tim & Jo Cresswell (1223374)

Comment ID

LPreg19-65

Response Date

12/08/19 11:36

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-12 Cresswell LPreg19-65_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. The scale is
beyond the need for the area 2. Close proximity to residential areas is inappropriate 3. Detrimental
affect on wildlife and local habitats 4. Not in keeping with rural views 5. Noise and light pollution –
already significantly impacted over the last 5-10 years
Comment by

Mr J Cherry (1223152)

Comment ID

LPreg19-21

Response Date

12/08/19 11:43

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.13

Files

2019-08-12 Cherry LPreg19-21_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Work for workers
brought in from other areas, pollution, road congestion unnecessary transport distances. Allocate
industrial sites where the workers live. Also loss of land use, wildlife habitats, open space, light and
noise pollution, air pollution, smells, villages surrounded by industrial giant buildings. The large new
housing estate are being built in Nortalleton build where workers live- some fumes from traffic.
Comment by

Mr D Gregory (1223378)

Comment ID

LPreg19-68

Response Date

12/08/19 11:44

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.13

Files

2019-08-12 Gregory LPreg19-68_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… It will result in
the mains services not being able to cope, and roads being dug up all the time, as they are in Aiskew.
Plus the reasons already mentioned
Comment by

Mr C Brewster (1027343)

Comment ID

LPreg19-22

Response Date

12/08/19 11:51

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.14

Files

2019-08-12 Brewster LPreg19-22_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 57

Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Industrial
development too concentrated on Leeming Bar, leading to increased traffic and pollution affecting our
village. Where we already suffer extreme noise from RAF Leeming, lorries are already ‘wild parking’
in the area and this will increase. Industrial development should be more evenly spread through the
county. Do not turn our area into an industrial ghetto look after interests of ALL residents no privileged
few.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs Hayton (1223173)

Comment ID

LPreg19-27

Response Date

14/08/19 12:53

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.12

Files

2019-08-14 Hayton LPreg19-27_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Air pollution
[redacted]. Leeming Bar already had an industrial site and to increase this will lead to more noise,
HGV movements and air pollution. Nothing can be done about the proximity of the A1 but we can avoid
increasing the problems with further developments.
Comment by

Mr T D Howe (1039723)

Comment ID

LPreg19-12

Response Date

15/08/19 09:16

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-15 T D Howe LPreg19-12_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Any further encroachment into the surrounding countryside is unacceptable for a large number of
reasons. This is the last piece of green outlook for the residents of Lees Lane Low Street Ashlands
etc; they are completely surrounded by very large buildings which were not there when their houses
were built. When land was originally purchased by Bedale Rural Council; the scale and size of the
present buildings were never intended. The majority of those employed in Industrial Estate are not
LOCAL people. The adjoining Conygarth Truck Stop has more inbound heavy poluting DIESAL vehicles
entering leaving and parking than anywhere in a fifty mile radius. There is a well established local
employment site at Blow houses and the adjacent Springhouse Farm site. The area is Grade I
agricultural land. Safety. The east end of the site would be coming very close to the approach path of
RAF Leeming. General polution levels created by the existing industrial estate are as much as the
local area can possibly absorb. I have been resident in the local area for near 60 years and been
involved in quite a number of environmental projects in that time. The proposed LEB 3 site is even
larger than the EXISTING Industrial Site.
Comment by

Barbara Shirt (1223315)

Comment ID

LPreg19-42

Response Date

15/08/19 09:49

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-15 Shirt LPreg19-42_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The land around
Leeming Bar is already heavily developed, with a negative impact on the area in terms of increased
traffic, light, pollution, noise and damage to the environment (litter is a huge problem particulary around
the Coneygarth services/access to A1 road). This proposal will only add to the problems . The loss of
countryside, trees hedgerows etc. is also unacceptable. Living in and around Leeming Bar will become
miserable for residents.
Comment by

Mrs Margaret Raines (1223317)

Comment ID

LPreg19-43

Response Date

15/08/19 09:51

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-15 Raines LPreg19-43_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Too large an
area, Swamps surrounding rural villages Regular advertising jobs for the existing Industrial Estate No
need for more The bypass is already very busy with waggons coming off the A1 etc It is prime farming
land Will affect house prices Quality of Life.
Comment by

P Hopkins (1223321)

Comment ID

LPreg19-45

Response Date

15/08/19 09:59

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-15 Hopkins LPreg19-45_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… That the village
is over industrialised as it is especially all the noise ( at unsocial hours) coming from the Vale of
Mowbury Factory. By building more factories will destroy whats left of our village.
Comment by

Anthony G Hoare (1223324)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-47

Response Date

15/08/19 10:09

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-15 Hoare LPreg19-47_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… My father was
chairman of Bedale Rural Council when the site was purchased in the 1970’s. it was only intended to
be a small fraction of its present size it is already far too large.
Comment by

Helen & Dan Fawcett (1223330)

Comment ID

LPreg19-50

Response Date

15/08/19 10:18

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter
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Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-15 Fawcett LPreg19-50_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The loss of
countryside and animals habitats The rise in traffic and noise/light pollution.
Comment by

Mr Kenneth Mayes (1222507)

Comment ID

LPreg19-6

Response Date

15/08/19 18:36

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.6

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The LEB 3 plan is quite frankly a complete and utter disgrace.You intend to completely hem in hundreds
of residents of Leeming Bar and surround them within this huge industrial site development. The
residents of Leases Road, Low Street, Lowlands Drive and Ashland Drive, as well as the wider Leeming
Bar community do not want this industrial estate development on their doorstep.Your proposed actions
would devalue residents properties and make them virtually impossible to sell. The destruction of the
surrounding arable land and extension of the industrial estate will also see businesses closed, such
as Pembroke Caravan park as people don't want to stay in the middle of an industrial estate, nor do
they want to live one. More to the point, the council can't cope with the existing disruption of HGV's
parking on the existing Leeming Bar Industrial Estate, Leases Road and Low Street and are unable
to effectively enforce parking restrictions, stop HGV's drivers urinating in bottles and throwing rubbish
and faeces. Yet despite all that, you intend to more than double the size of Leeming Bar Industrial
estate and completely and throw the residents of Leeming Bar under the bus, no matter what the
consequences and standard of life you leave residents with. Your not creating jobs for local residents,
your creating jobs for people travelling in from outside of the county. The existing industrial estate is
for the most part serviced by people working outside of North Yorkshire, travelling from Cleveland
(Middlesbrough) for low paid employment at Dalepak and the Ice Cream factory. No, No, No. I will
fight this proposed development all the way and as I’m sure will other residents of Leeming Bar.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr Kenneth Mayes (1222507)

Comment ID

LPreg19-7

Response Date

15/08/19 18:37

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web
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Version

0.6

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The LEB 3 plan is quite frankly a complete and utter disgrace.You intend to completely hem in hundreds
of residents of Leeming Bar and surround them within this huge industrial site development. The
residents of Leases Road, Low Street, Lowlands Drive and Ashland Drive, as well as the wider Leeming
Bar community do not want this industrial estate development on their doorstep.Your proposed actions
would devalue residents properties and make them virtually impossible to sell. The destruction of the
surrounding arable land and extension of the industrial estate will also see businesses closed, such
as Pembroke Caravan park as people don't want to stay in the middle of an industrial estate, nor do
they want to live one. More to the point, the council can't cope with the existing disruption of HGV's
parking on the existing Leeming Bar Industrial Estate, Leases Road and Low Street and are unable
to effectively enforce parking restrictions, stop HGV's drivers urinating in bottles and throwing rubbish
and faeces. Yet despite all that, you intend to more than double the size of Leeming Bar Industrial
estate and completely and throw the residents of Leeming Bar under the bus, no matter what the
consequences and standard of life you leave residents with. Your not creating jobs for local residents,
your creating jobs for people travelling in from outside of the county. The existing industrial estate is
for the most part serviced by people working outside of North Yorkshire, travelling from Cleveland
(Middlesbrough) for low paid employment at Dalepak and the Ice Cream factory. No, No, No. I will
fight you all the way and completely oppose this development as I’m sure will other residents of Leeming
Bar.
Comment by

G C Thornton (1223394)

Comment ID

LPreg19-79

Response Date

16/08/19 12:28

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-16 G C Thornton LPreg19-79_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… It will increase
traffic into the area, especially workers coming into the businesses as there is no local work force
available, because we have low unemployment more factories will destroy the pleasant countryside
in which we live at present! We just don’t need any more development, industrial or residential, the
local sewage works could not cope.
Comment by

Angus Clowes (1223399)

Comment ID

LPreg19-80

Response Date

16/08/19 12:33

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-16 A Clowes LPreg19-80_redacted.pdf

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 67

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… - The loss of
agricultural land and wildlife habitats, also green spaces and views (We won’t get it back!) - Increased
traffic, i.e. back to pre-bypass levels. - Increased pollution and likely a negative effect on current
businesses. - This seems like a step too far – a negative step.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs GW & JA Partridge (1223400)

Comment ID

LPreg19-81

Response Date

16/08/19 12:37

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.14

Files

2019-08-16 GW & JA Partridge
LPreg19-81_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… No consideration
seems to have been thought about the amount of extra vehicles that will be using the proposed site.
We already have LGV vehicle problems within the existing site and obviously employees will be using
the present shop and café adding to the congestion in that area not good for a village.
Comment by

Mr Norman Kitney (1057974)

Comment ID

LPreg19-34

Response Date

12/08/19 16:19

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-12 Kitney LPreg19-34_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of agricultural
land, fields, hedges and trees vital for local wildlife. Desecration of countryside with loss of views and
having an impact on visitors to Yorkshire. Increased pollution and noise from additional traffic which
is not supported by the infrastructure. Also greater light pollution. Development will not give increased
employment as most of the work entailed will be carried out by robots.
Comment by

John and Maureen Mashall (1223265)

Comment ID

LPreg19-35

Response Date

12/08/19 16:24

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-12 Mashall LPreg19-35_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 70

Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Unacceptable
noise level for residents Increased pollution, factory and traffic to damaging levels Major increase in
traffic throughout the area where roads are unsuitable. Increase in road surface damage No discernible
overall benefit to the area.
Comment by

R Hildyard (1223210)

Comment ID

LPreg19-28

Response Date

13/08/19 14:26

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-13 Hildyard LPreg19-28_redacted.pdf (1)

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… That this area
of land is clearly completely excessive. In particular I object to the loss of views and open countryside
which will have a significant impact on the experience if both locals and visitors to Hambelton
Comment by

Dr George Ewart (1223212)

Comment ID

LPreg19-29

Response Date

13/08/19 14:32

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-13 G Ewart LPreg19-29_redacted.pdf (1)

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… This Trading
Estate has been developed in a sprawling way to the deteriment of the existing houses and local
farmland The proposed development is too close to existing houses. It has already looks like meibar
village and moptrading estate. The development destroys views and is at the expense of local
countryside.
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Comment by

Mr & Mrs Wendy and Tony Johnson (1223214)

Comment ID

LPreg19-30

Response Date

13/08/19 14:45

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-12 WT Johnson LPreg19-30_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Rise in traffic,
noise and light pollution, loss of countryside habitat of wildlife and plant life. The boxing in of housing
already built and the impact on house prices in the future. DO YOU LIVE IN THE AREA? Would you
like to live near to an industrial estate? What happens to house prices for those who thought that they
were living in a quiet pretty corner of North Yorkshire?
Comment by

Carol Beadle (1223221)

Comment ID

LPreg19-31

Response Date

13/08/19 15:03

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-08-13 Beadle LPreg19-31_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… A lot of light and
noise pollution now from the vom and other existing factories during the night. A lot of water and
flooding problems at the moment. Large lorries still go through the village and use Northallerton road
day and night, not all are using the by-pass
Comment by

Mr and Mrs Iveson (1223170)

Comment ID

LPreg19-26

Response Date

14/08/19 12:47

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-14 Iveson LPreg19-26_redacted.pdf (1)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Not enough
police, doctors, nurses or staffing at schools to accommodate further dwellings
Comment by

Eve Dunwell (1223382)

Comment ID

LPreg19-70

Response Date

12/08/19 12:02

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-12 Dunwell LPreg19-70_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of land for
animals/wildlife. Loss of views and increased traffic on the roads.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs E Brook (1223159)

Comment ID

LPreg19-23

Response Date

12/08/19 12:10

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-12 Brook LPreg19-23_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and our concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Increase in
heavy goods vehicles traffic, lack of services ie, doctors, schools etc, village life, pollution, disturbance
of wild life.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs D Duff (1223165)

Comment ID

LPreg19-24

Response Date

12/08/19 12:20

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-15 Duff LPreg19-24_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… I cannot
understand the need for more land for building units, when you have two airfields that are closed. And
they have all the infrastructure in place also everyone has to travel to get there. So that is more pollution
when we keep getting told to reduce it. Leeming Bar is a lovely village why do we have to suffer all
the heavy traffic.
Comment by

Mr & Miss M and C Knapton (1223392)

Comment ID

LPreg19-78

Response Date

12/08/19 12:25

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-12 Knapton LPreg19-78_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… We should be
preserving and embracing what green land we have left in this area. We are in the Yorkshire Dales
not an industrial city. We are so lucky to have beautiful fields and the countryside around us. We want
to see wildlife thriving not dying out because they have nowhere to live, we want to be able to go for
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walks with our dog without worrying about heavy traffic and we want to hear birds singing and not the
clanging of factories. We do not want Leeming Bar to become an industrial village, We want to be
proud of where we live and enjoy our location in the Yorkshire Dales. Building more factories is wrong.
Comment by

Stuart and Helen Askew (1223161)

Comment ID

LPreg19-25

Response Date

12/08/19 12:25

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-12 Askew LPreg19-25_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The risk in traffic
noise and light pollution The lack of supporting infrastructure The loss of countryside, greenfields, trees
and hedgerows The negative impact upon local business i.e. caravan park/hotels plus local tourism
This area is of a residential setting and should remain so. Enough industrial development has already
taken place
Comment by

Ann & Brian Thomas (1223395)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-82

Response Date

12/08/19 12:35

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-12 Thomas LPreg19-82_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… More money
should be put towards attracting small businesses back into the High Street. Reduce the business
rates not tempt business to these outer business parks. Rates are far too high, parking charges are
killing the High Street!! Why do landlords have to pay rates on empty premises when the rates are so
high and HDC are drawing potential clients away to these industrial parks? Bring the High Street back
to life!!
Comment by

WD Wilkinson (1223420)

Comment ID

LPreg19-84

Response Date

12/08/19 14:10

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-08-12 Wilkinson ID LPreg19-84_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Noise Drains
not capable of coping Pollution
Comment by

J Sykes (1223421)

Comment ID

LPreg19-85

Response Date

12/08/19 14:14

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-12 Sykes Lpreg 19-85_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… As listed . . . The Local Plan would allow industry
development on a huge scale, approx. 30Ha around Leeming Bar. An independent report by GL Hearn
(commissioned by the council) showed Hambleton needs 34.7 Ha of land for the whole county – not
just Leeming Bar. The councils proposals used the ‘upper end of range figures were not entirely
plausible’. The Employment Land Review in 2016 said of the site ‘given the residential setting it is
un-likely to be suitable for employment uses’. Leeming Bar and the surrounding villages will not benefit
from the development – there isn’t the local workforce. Unemployment is low at 3.1% compared to a
regional Yorkshire figure of 4.5%. There would be a loss of agricultural land, a loss of wildlife habitats,
a loss of open spaces and views. There are concerns over loss of privacy, more light and noise pollution
and a negative impact on current businesses. The character of the village would be lost as the industrial
development would almost encircle the residential areas.
Comment by

Neil Reed (1223427)

Comment ID

LPreg19-87

Response Date

12/08/19 14:23

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-12 Reed LPreg19-87_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The size and
scale of the development is out of proportion to the nearby residential area. This will be swamped by
the surrounding industry. There is no indication of any effort to make the site compatible with concerns
regarding climate change. Is this site really necessary?
Comment by

K Sheader (1223433)

Comment ID

LPreg19-89

Response Date

12/08/19 14:32

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8

Files

2019-08-12 Sheader LPreg19-89_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of habitat
for wildlife Loss of the village – you’ve built new homes – why if you don’t want it to be a village for
residents but just an industrial estate. Devastating to local residents. Please if you do it put trees or
hedges around it all so we aren’t completely surrounded. Please. Massive increase of carbon footprint
from both traffic and industry Drainage issues, the river Swale regularly floods around Morton-on-Swale,
with all planned development the surface water will increase floor risks. Large loss of value of property
to entire area.
Comment by

Mr CS Tipton (1223434)

Comment ID

LPreg19-90

Response Date

12/08/19 14:38

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-12 Tipton LPreg 19-90_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The village will
be surrounded by industrial businesses it will devalue our properties, there will be more heavy traffic,
pollution, noise. There will be more loss of green fields, trees and hedgerows and wildlife and most
important with global warming and more changeable weather, more extreme weather there will be
more chance of local flooding as we are already in a low lying area!!!
Comment by

Mrs Gail Rennison (1100241)

Comment ID

LPreg19-66

Response Date

12/08/19 11:38

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-08-12 Rennison LPreg19-66_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Dear Planning Department, I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being
allocated for employment uses and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… - The impact
on Leeming Bar and its residents - The lack of supporting infrastructure - The loss of green fields, trees
and hedgerows. We do not understand why the development is not being proposed to be built on the
other side of the A1 where there are no houses and it would be next to the Bedale bypass.
Comment by

Mr Christopher Wilson (1221627)

Comment ID

LPreg19-10

Response Date

02/08/19 15:12

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-08-02 C Wilson LPReg19-10 Alt sites
comment_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
It was a surprise to receive a flyer from the Leeming Bar Action Group this morning, as I had previously
commented on the plans for the Leeming Bar area and had understood that I would be informed of
further stages in the process by Hambleton District Council as they arose. The flyer suggests that
there are now preferred sites to the north and east of Leeming Bar (areas which I have previously
commented extensively on) entitled ‘Proposed and LEB 3 sites’. I remain vigorously opposed to these
plans for all the reasons previously stated, i.e. the lack of infrastructure to support such a large scale
expansion, the loss of green field sites and habitats, the increase of noise , dirt and disruption and the
danger of creeping urbanisation from Bedale to Northallerton and beyond.
Comment by

Kayleigh Coates (1226317)

Comment ID

LPreg19-389

Response Date

16/09/19 14:29

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-16 K Coates LPreg19-389_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment
uses.and my concerns about the Hambleton Local Plan are. • Blue collar industries not needed in this
area. • Loss of farmland, prime agricultural land. • Brownfield sites should be used for industry
development. • Will increase carbon emissions as no rail or bus transport near.
Comment by

Robyn Coates (1226320)

Comment ID

LPreg19-390

Response Date

16/09/19 14:43

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-16 R Coates LPreg19-390_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…This type of industry should be developed where
there is an available workforce. Low unemployment and lack of blue collar workers in Hambleton.
Destruction of wildlife habitats and use of arable land for industry. We need all our farmland.
Comment by

Heather Coates (1226323)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-391

Response Date

16/09/19 14:50

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-16 H Coates LPreg19-391_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. Disregard of local residents despite promises
in the past to address concerns. 2. Does not provide employment for local people, majority on existing
estates travel from Teeside. 3. We should not be replacing good agricultural land for this type of
development, brownfield sites in the area’s of workforce should be utilised.
Comment by

Nigel Coates (1226327)

Comment ID

LPreg19-392

Response Date

16/09/19 14:56

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed
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Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16 N Coates LPreg19-392_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of greenfield trees, hedgerows and
agricultural land which will be needed more in the future. No need for additional industry in this region,
all this will do is create additional pollution, noise and light pollution. Workforce of current estates are
nearly all from outside the area, jobs need to be created where potential workforce are based.
Comment by

Michael Coates (1226330)

Comment ID

LPreg19-393

Response Date

16/09/19 15:03

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-16 M Coates LPreg19-393_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…Loss of agricultural land and with it the loss of
wildlife habitats and local open spaces. Further permanent disturbance and pollution for already affected
local residents. This type of industry not needed in the area, should be located in areas where workforce
are located and where brownfield sites can be utilised.
Comment by

L Abbott (1226335)

Comment ID

LPreg19-394

Response Date

16/09/19 15:09

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-16 L Abbott LPreg19-394_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…This land is prime productive agricultural land
growing food for the country. Building should if at all possible be done on less productive land.
Comment by

Mr R Wood (1226340)

Comment ID

LPreg19-397

Response Date

16/09/19 15:41

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-16 R Wood LPreg19-397_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…Why is it necessary to surround almost 1/3rd of
local houses, in some cases right up to residents boundarys, with this proposed development. You
will be reducing the value of peoples property, increasing noise, possible air pollution and extra traffic
and doing away with views to the surrounding properties which is why people brought their properties
in the first place to have open views and clean air to me is completely out of order and (Ps) you should
think again on this plan. You do not show where access to this development is going to be. I am a
friend of some people living in the area and drive through regularly, its nice to see the green fields,
trees, etc, if it was industrial used it would be like driving, living in Middlesbrough Dock land area. Ps
- you will have to import workers to do the work, more pollution etc, would you councillors like your
property to be surrounded like these will be.
Comment by

Denise Spence (1226513)

Comment ID

LPreg19-405

Response Date

17/09/19 07:45

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 D Spence LPreg19-405_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… • Environmental and noise pollution. • in crime
and anti-social behaviour. • Already significant increase over the years for industrial estates in Leeming
Bar which is already disproportionate to the site of the village and surroundings. • Residents would be
surrounded by industrial development.
Comment by

Caroline Blackburn (1226515)

Comment ID

LPreg19-406

Response Date

17/09/19 08:15

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.3

Files

2019-09-17 C Blackburn LPreg19-406_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The impact on the local community due to traffic,
noise, loss of countryside. Please don’t ruin a beautiful part of the county!
Comment by

D Featherstone (1226760)

Comment ID

LPreg19-506

Response Date

17/09/19 13:46

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 D Featherstone
LPreg19-506_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… • Impact on Leeming Bar amount of industrial
units for the size of the village / local area. • Council have failed to prove local need for employment,
workers coming from neighbouring counties, consideration should be given to other areas within the
district which would benefit from the developments/opportunities, • Significant increase in traffic and
noise pollution.
Comment by

John Preston (1226741)

Comment ID

LPreg19-504

Response Date

17/09/19 13:12

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 J Preston LPreg19-504_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… There are so many reason against this more
than for, i.e Industry struggle now to fill jobs and most now travel from Middlesbrough to Leeming cant
sell houses now, be even worse if more industrial units here. Already have a P.S.P.O in place which
isn’t working be even worse with more trucks travelling into area.
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Comment by

Mrs A Barnett (1226734)

Comment ID

LPreg19-502

Response Date

17/09/19 12:56

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 A Barnett LPreg19-502_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… In view of our well designed bypass which
respects the landscape (and is pleasing to use;) and with the growing consensus regarding climate
changes, the priorities of HDC should not be to increase development on green spaces, in particular
when we have not the need for more employment in this area. Gaining more money from the potential
rates is a short sighted view.
Comment by

Mr C.C Robinson (1226693)

Comment ID

LPreg19-487

Response Date

17/09/19 10:14

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)
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Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 Mr C C Robinson
LPreg19-487_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… We already have a industrial sites in Leeming
Bar. They have units to rent and empty places so we do not need another site. The Council doesn’t
maintain the sites we have, the roads on them are a disgrace and are dangerous. MASSIVE POT
HOLES. We don’t need any more houses as services can’t cope with the people we have. The doctors
and pharmacies are stretched near to breaking point. The schools are struggling to cope, lack of
teachers and teaching assistants.
Comment by

David Harrison (1226684)

Comment ID

LPreg19-475

Response Date

17/09/19 09:34

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5
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Files

2019-09-17 D Harrison LPreg19-475_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The lack of need for such an amount of new employment. Very few of the jobs it will create will be
taken by local residents and so our local economy will not benefit as the wages will be spent elsewhere.
The plan does not take into consideration the climate change targets or the fact that HDC has declared
a climate emergency.The close proximity of the site to the nearby residential area will have a detrimental
impact on the health and quality of life for those living there and will make it much more difficult for
them to move to other areas.
Comment by

Elaine McGregor (1104868)

Comment ID

LPreg19-471

Response Date

17/09/19 09:25

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 E McGregor LPreg19-471_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The Bedale bypass and coney garth roundabout
cannot cope with any further traffic as it is already struggling and an accident black spot. Leeming bar
industrial estate is having to bus in staff over long distances so not providing local employment. It is
also prime grade 3 agricultural land. There are more appropriate options e.g. Brown field sites available
next door. The Highways agency site immediately east of A1 existing site nowhere near capacity.
Ruinig existing local businesses. Scarring landscape. Already a massive safety problem due to excessive
traffic building a new industrial estate will only make it even worse.
Comment by

Mr and Mrs S and G A Degnan (1226671)

Comment ID

LPreg19-464

Response Date

17/09/19 08:56

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 Mr and Mrs S Degnan
LPreg19-464_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of green fields, trees and hedgerows
Character of villages would be lost. Loss of views and impact on tourism. Rise in traffic, noise and light
pollution. More anti social behaviour and a negative impact on existing businesses. Lack of supporting
infrastructure. There is not the local workforce to support such a huge development.
Comment by

Margaret Hallis (1226622)

Comment ID

LPreg19-449

Response Date

17/09/19 15:08

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 M Hallis LPreg19-449_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 101

Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. These plans would make our “village” into
an industrial site, overwhelmingly engulfing our village, and devaluing our properties. 2. Can our local
services cope with the extra affluent generated, taking into account all the extra housing development
in progress? 3. Would our tourists/visitors enjoy driving through an industrial site to reach the “Gateway
to the Dales at Bedale? I think not! 4. We fought long and hard to improve traffic through Leeming Bar,
via the bypass. Additional heavy goods would create havoc at the roundabouts, speed restrictions
would be needed due to access to the industrial estates. Average drivers would be put off using the
Bypass and would once again make Leeming Bar roads the new race track. 5. We all know how little
employment would be generated for local workforce judging by the low percentage at the present
employed on the existing estates.
Comment by

Mrs Andrea Wilding (1226615)

Comment ID

LPreg19-447

Response Date

17/09/19 14:55

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 A Wilding LPreg19-447_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. The workforce now is not local. A large
percentage are travelling in from Durham and Teeside – not eco-friendly. 2. The Hearn Report and
the Government are wrong this development is not required. 3. It will spoil/wreck the living conditions
for the immediate locals (are you going to offer them the current market prices for their properties. 4.
As we do not produce enough food for ourselves – agricultural land of this quality should not be built
upon. 5. More habitat loss for wildlife.
Comment by

Viki Lake (1226571)

Comment ID

LPreg19-434

Response Date

17/09/19 12:08

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 V Lake LPreg19-434_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are…The loss of green areas around the village, the
rise in traffic and noise is going to have a impact on our family life and take away the character of the
village. There is also low unemployment levels with many of the existing industries in the area struggling
to have enough work force. It is not needed here.
Comment by

Anne Herbert (1226568)

Comment ID

LPreg19-432

Response Date

17/09/19 11:50

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 A Herbert LPreg19-432_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. Proximity of proposed industrial sites to
existing housing, the current and proposed areas almost encircling a village - unacceptable. 2. No
obvious need for increased employment locally therefore more traffic in from other areas. 3. Increased
problems for the area from light and noise pollution, heavy traffic, lorry parking and antisocial behaviour.
Comment by

James Stubbs (1226562)

Comment ID

LPreg19-429

Response Date

17/09/19 11:30

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 J Stubbs LPreg19-429_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Although the principal idea of job creation should
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be high priority Leeming Bar in completely the wrong location. Hambleton has a near full capacity
when it comes to employment.The scheme should be developed on Teeside where high unemployment
prevails, not Leeming Bar.
Comment by

Daniel Southern (1226523)

Comment ID

LPreg19-408

Response Date

17/09/19 09:07

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.3

Files

2019-09-17 D Southern LPreg19-408_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… • Loss of countryside • Impact on locals who
will gain nothing from this. • Other locations for this should be looked at. • Potential increases in crime
around industrial area.
Comment by

Scott Hastie (1226527)

Comment ID

LPreg19-411
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Response Date

17/09/19 09:25

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 S Hastie LPreg19-411_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The loss of nature – green fields, trees and
hedgerows. The identity, character and feel of the village. As a result of this there will be a negative
impact on tourism.
Comment by

Ann Brett (1226543)

Comment ID

LPreg19-418

Response Date

17/09/19 10:15

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6
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Files

2019-09-17 A Brett LPreg19-418_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… 1. Loss of fields, trees and hedgerows. 2. The
rise of traffic, noise and light pollution. 3. The lack of supporting infrastructure. Once again (Newby
Wiske being a prime example) HDC seem to be showing disregard for the well being of the council
tax paying residents of Leeming Bar. At a time of great concern on climate change maybe HDC should
become more aware of the detrimental effect many of their decisions have.
Comment by

M Corps (1226553)

Comment ID

LPreg19-423

Response Date

17/09/19 11:02

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 M Corps LPreg19-423_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… We have houses and bungalows in Low Street
we don’t want to be surrounded by an industrial estate we have already two industrial estates on Lease
Road. The traffic and noise is bad already Leeming Bar is a village and it will loose a lot of open spaces.
Comment by

Elaine McGregor (1104868)

Comment ID

LPreg19-440

Response Date

17/09/19 14:19

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.3

Files

2019-09-17 E McGregor LPreg19-440_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Prime agricultural land grade 3. Safety – No
safe access to site Coney Garth roundabout already overlooked and a death trap. Staff have to be
bussed in so not providing local employment. More appropriate brown field sites available next door.
Highways agency site immediately east of A1 existing site nowhere near capacity.
Comment by

Harriet F Hunt (1226610)

Comment ID

LPreg19-444

Response Date

17/09/19 14:42

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-17 H Hunt LPreg19-444_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… I feel it is unnecessary and short-sighted to
take local agricultural land for employment uses when the unemployment percentage for this area is
so low. Once built uproar will last forever. We ignore nature at our peril – the loss of views, fields, trees
and hedgerows would be considerable, also wildlife would suffer yet again. The rise in traffic noise
and pollution would be detrimental to all. Leave some semblance of a village for the inhabitants of
Leeming Bar and tourists alike to enjoy, don’t spoil that which remains.
Comment by

Mrs J V Gill (1226669)

Comment ID

LPreg19-462

Response Date

17/09/19 08:45

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 J V Gill LPreg19-462_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… In this area we are losing a disproportionate
amount of countryside and farmland. We already have a vast and expanded industrial estate, a huge
amount of new housing, an upgraded A1 to the A1M, an airbase and a food recycling plant. The whole
area is becoming an industrial and commercial zone causing a rise in traffic noise, noise and light
pollution and a loss of wildlife habitats. Enough is enough for this area!
Comment by

Mrs E P Mason (1226674)

Comment ID

LPreg19-466

Response Date

17/09/19 09:06

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 E P Mason LPreg19-466_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Noise and all the polustion it is going to cause
to my local area. Not to say the house prices will also go down in value. You have just close our road
off, which is nice because we don’t get all the heavy traffic we used to get. But our local area are all
up in arms about all of this. Why cant you leave things alone, without all this industry.
Comment by

Harry Shepherd (1226678)

Comment ID

LPreg19-468

Response Date

17/09/19 09:20

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 H Shepherd LPreg19-468_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… There is a brownfield site just the other side of
the A1, near the Highways Agency’s base for the A1 road development, so no need to ruin a beautiful
greenfield site. It would effect local businesses for the worse. The Bedale Bypass and Coney garth
services roundabouts are already exceeding their maximum traffic capacity, with queues forming
regularly, an exponential increase in traffic, which would be seen if the new site goes ahead would
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worsen the problem. These roundabouts are already an accident black sites, additional traffic would
make these likelihood of an accident increase.
Comment by

Mr and Mrs Lawson (1226686)

Comment ID

LPreg19-478

Response Date

17/09/19 09:40

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.3

Files

2019-09-17 Mr and Mrs Lawson
LPreg19-478_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Loss of more countryside Large increase of
traffic and noise Spoiling the village It is absolutely disgraceful to even consider the plan!
Comment by

Paul and Christine Turner (1226689)

Comment ID

LPreg19-482

Response Date

17/09/19 09:50
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Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 P and C Turner
LPreg19-482_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… The loss of fields, trees and hedgerows, Loss
of views Loss of countryside for no good reason Rise in pollution – at a time where we need to protect
our environment.
Comment by

Patricia Tippling Barker (1226699)

Comment ID

LPreg19-488

Response Date

17/09/19 10:21

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4
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Files

2019-09-17 P Tippling Barker
LPreg19-488_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… • Why build that here? Consider non-virgin
grassland sites. • This is a huge chunk of virgin grassland that should be preserved for agricultural
use, to support wildlife, feed population, and retain biodiversity of the area. Once lost, cannot be
reversed. • Will spoil the views of the area and negatively impact on tourism which supports local
businesses. • Will be really ugly and further add to ugliness of buildings in industrial estates.
Comment by

Mr Malcolm Barker (1099714)

Comment ID

LPreg19-495

Response Date

17/09/19 11:55

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 M Barker LPreg 19-495_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… As a neighbouring farmer to the proposed
development I am already aware of the pollution arising from the existing Leeming Bar industrial estate,
noise pollution is rising steadily. Light pollution is intolerable (I am an amature astronomer) on overcast
nights it is easy to see the smoke and vapour given off from the existing factories, as it is illuminated
from the many security lights. You seem intent on turning the rural area into one of heavy industry go
to the hills above Masham and look towards the blot on the landscape which you have already created
now you want to double it.
Comment by

Mr M Jones (1226737)

Comment ID

LPreg19-503

Response Date

17/09/19 13:04

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.3

Files

2019-09-17 M Jones LPreg 19-503_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… • Loss of natural habitats and green space •
Congestion, extra traffic and throughout through the area.
Comment by

Catherine Jones (1226746)

Comment ID

LPreg19-505

Response Date

17/09/19 13:21

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.3

Files

2019-09-17 C Jones LPreg19-505_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are… Overdevelopment of industrial estate immediately
adjacent to an established residential estate!
Comment by

Martin Leach (1226768)

Comment ID

LPreg19-507

Response Date

16/09/19 13:57

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-16 Martin Leach LPreg19-507_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I object to the land at Aiskew Moor, East of Leeming Bar (LEB 3) being allocated for employment uses
and my concerns about Hambleton’s Local Plan are that there is insufficient consideration being paid
to zoning of land for various uses. The Plan is therefore not ‘sound’. Presently much of this area is
used for agricultural purposes and in the future it will be essential that the UK and therefore Hambleton
should be protecting this scare resource not transferring green field sites for industrial development.
Industrial development should as far as possible use brown field sites; it is likely that RAF Leeming
will be closed during the time period this plan spans, therefore that would be a more appropriate location
for industrial development with its almost exclusive access to the motorway network. Leeming Bar is
presently a mixture of residential and commercial use, but further industrial development will make
the area uninhabitable and unreasonable for the residents that Hambleton DC has previously
encouraged by allowing residential building in recent years.
Comment by

Mrs P Y Taylor (1229047)

Comment ID

LPreg19-813

Response Date

17/09/19 14:32

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-17 PY_Taylor LEB3
LPreg19-813_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 120

Please enter your representation here.
I wish to object to the above land being put forward for industrial/employment use. I know the area
well & do not believe that this area is appropriate for such a development as it is clearly residential
with a mix of bungalows, houses & a holiday caravan park. The land you propose to develop is prime
farmland & the surrounding hedgerows & trees support numerous varieties of wildlife, many now
endangered. For a council which claims to be working towards becoming one of the most
environmentally friendly in the country I find your double standards difficult to comprehend. The plans
that you have put forward for this area are not necessary as the workforce is not local & the locality
requires people to travel from considerable distances by car & therefore adding more pollution into
the atmosphere. I believe the plan to be neither sound nor legally compliant & that is should be
abandoned.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr Martin Knapton (1226681)

Comment ID

LPreg19-472

Response Date

19/08/19 09:26

Consultation Point

LEB 3: Aiskew Moor, east of Leeming Bar (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-08-20 M Knapton LPreg19-472.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing you about the plan to build new factory's in the Leeming bar area, my self and many others
who live in the area believe it to be a bad action on the councils part as it will disrupt the local village
and local wildlife I am a wildlife photographer who has captured many different species of wildlife in
the area and the location specified for planing is one of them . Our local wildlife is special and its some
thing that my self and others in the local area, enjoy and cherish, by building factory's that we don’t
need ,you will be cutting off the wildlife and also causing more damage to the environment that we
need to protect . The area for planing is home to many species of wildlife from birds to deer to squirrels
and so much more. This picture was taken in the LEB3 site area, The photo was taken at the bottom
of the field. It was one of the most breath taking moments of my life, and its a special photo for me as
its on my door step. Please don’t make our wonderful wildlife lose their homes, Our wildlife is special
and need protecting, we don’t want any more factory's. Please don’t go a head with the planning ,
please think of the wildlife and how important it is to protect it and to create more green spaces for it.
Leeming bar has always been a quiet and peaceful part of the dales. Making it more industrialised will
only damage our home, we areproud of the area we live in and for the reasons stated, this is why we
choose to call leeming bar our home, we would all be deeply saddened to see our homeland been
taken over by noisy factories and more roads and pollution. Please take this into consideration when
you hold the meeting with members of the community with regards to the planning devastation,
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)

Comment ID

LPreg19-657

Response Date

11/09/19 14:38

Consultation Point

13 Easingwold Area (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 18a
LPreg19-657.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
1.2 These representations are made in relation to Berkeley DeVeer’s land interest located at OS Fields
4266 & 4295, Knott Lane, Easingwold (Ref: E/041/018a). This site extends to 1.84 hectares. 1.3 For
context, the site adjoins the built extent of Easingwold and currently lies within the countryside but with
existing residential dwellings to the north and east. The site therefore comprises a natural extension
to the settlement and is being promoted for allocation for residential development. 1.4 The site is not
identified as a proposed housing allocation in the Publication Draft, but was previously identified as
part of a Preferred Site for housing and a GP surgery / health care facility under reference E/041/018
(site area 3.89 ha / yield 100-150 dwellings / 60 on preferred site). This site comprises two fields of
which the land owned by Berkley DeVeer comprises the northern field which directly adjoins the existing
settlement limit. In the site assessment conclusion at the Preferred Options stage (October 2016), the
Council concluded: - “The northern and eastern boundary of the site relate well to the existing built
form and the site provides a fairly logical extension to the settlement. Impact on form and character
may be mitigated through the design process with careful consideration to density and layout. Site is
preferred for housing and GP surgery / health care facilities. This will reduce potential yield.” 1.5 The
site was also considered for its suitability as part of an area of Local Greenspace and this was rejected
by Council. 1.6 Only one housing allocation is now proposed in Easingwold, Site EAS1 (Northeast of
Easingwold Community Primary School). This site is identified to deliver 125 dwellings. Whilst we
support the allocation of this site, this representation statement will demonstrate that there are insufficient
housing allocations in Easingwold which is not justified and will result in the plan being ineffective. 1.7
This representation statement therefore seeks to make comment on the Local Plan Publication Draft
in the context of this site and its location adjacent to the Market Town of Easingwold. 1.8 Whilst
comments are made on individual policies and paragraphs, this statement should be read as a whole.
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1061

Response Date

17/09/19 11:07

Consultation Point

13 Easingwold Area (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 Litchfields Taylor Wimpey_redacted
LPreg19-1017.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In the context of the above, land at Alne Road remains available as a housing site which, if allocated,
can help ensure the draft Local Plan is able to meet the identified local housing needs. Accordingly,
Taylor Wimpey’s masterplan for the site is included in Annex 2, alongside copies of our earlier
representations to the Local Plan as Annex 3. The suitability and availability of the site for housing
development is confirmed in these appendices and is summarised as follows: 1 The masterplan
demonstrates how the site is capable of being developed to provide a high quality residential scheme
of 84 dwellings with a good mix of housing types, including bungalows. In doing so, it is able to provide
a type of housing in Easingwold that may not otherwise be delivered through the single proposed
allocation; 2 The site is well related to the existing settlement, with the masterplan demonstrating how
it represents a logical extension to the current built-up area of Easingwold; 3 The site is located within
close walking distance to the town centre and has good proximity to shops, services and community
facilities; 4 The masterplan demonstrates how vehicular and pedestrian routes can be accommodated
safely within the development, with the main vehicular access provided off Alne Road. Pedestrian
connections to the town centre are also capable of being provided via Drover’s Court to the south east;
5 The masterplan can deliver a new amenity green space (identified in the Local Green Space
Assessment evidence base document as a recommended ‘Local Green Space’) that can be managed
and maintained for public use; 6 There are no heritage or environmental constraints that would prevent
the (early) delivery of the site; and 7 The site is available for development now, with no significant
infrastructure required to support its development in the short-term. These attributes contribute towards
the Alne Road site scoring well in the Site Selection Methodology and Results document (July 2019)
that forms part of the evidence base to the Local Plan. Indeed, it is noted that the proposed allocation
site (EAS1) performs marginally worse against the sustainability criteria, with its ability to provide
expansion of the primary school cited in the document as being the main reason as to why it was
allocated over other preferred sites in Easingwold, also stating at page 20 that “all other sites do not
provide public benefit or enable service/facility or delivery”. Given the ability of the land at Alne Road
to provide a public amenity space; a full housing range that is able to meet local needs (including the
delivery of affordable housing) and; the opportunity to provide developer contributions (as appropriate)
to help support the delivery of services and facilities, Taylor Wimpey strongly disagree with this sweeping
assertion and, in turn, question the robustness as to how the site selection methodology has been
applied in Easingwold
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Site ref. E/131/013, E/131/014 and E/131/010, E/117/001, E/117/002 and E/117/003 were first submitted
in a Call for Sites response in September 2015. We have subsequently submitted representations to
the various consultations that have followed but none of the sites have been proposed by the Council
as housing allocations. Our Client objects to their sites not being included as a proposed allocation in
the Publication Draft of the emerging Local Plan. Above we have set out why we consider a wider
spatial distribution strategy should have been the basis for allocating future locations for housing within
the Easingwold sub area. Furthermore, we would like to emphasise the merits of allocating sites
E/131/013, E/131/014 and E/131/010, E/117/001, E/117/002 and E/117/003 in the Local Plan in the
following tables:[see attached submission] Our Client is committed to pursuing and securing the
development of their sites through the forward planning process. The sites are deliverable and would
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provide much needed housing in the Easingwold sub area. The Council’s decision not to allocate these
sites is not sound based on the tests outlined in paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy
Framework. Therefore it is considered that these sites should be included as housing allocations in
Hambleton District Council’s emerging Local Plan to 2035.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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2019-09-17 Linton layout LPreg19-820.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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These representations have been prepared by ELG Planning on behalf of Berkeley DeVeer who have
an interest on a site at Mill Lane, Linton on Ouse. The site, previously considered as part of a wider
site, was identified as a preferred housing site E/093/002a with an indicative yield of 30 units at the
Preferred Options stage. However, in the Council’s view there is no longer a need to allocate as many
sites, and consequently this site no longer forms a draft allocation within the Publication Draft. The
Site Selection Methodology & Results 2019 sets out the de-allocation of this site and confirms; “Site
location does not fit the spatial strategy” These representations seek to demonstrate that the Council
should take a more flexible approach to ensure sufficient housing is available across the plan period
to enable the Local Plan to be deliverable, and include further allocations such as this site that are
demonstrably suitable, available and deliverable. SITE AND LOCAL CONTEXT The site (outlined in
red on the aerial, below) lies east of Mill Lane. The site abuts the northern settlement limit as shown
on the Proposals Map (Inset 36) of the Development Policies and Allocations DPD (2010) but clearly
forms part of the built form of the village given it is enclosed on three sides by existing built form.
Existing residential dwellings at Linton Place are located to the south and is bound by Mill Lane to the
west. A small residential scheme abutting the eastern boundary of the application site has been built
out to extend Linton Meadows north. RAF Linton on Ouse is located to the north and north west. The
site is connected to Linton-on-Ouse via a footpath and existing highway of Mill Lane. There are no
physical or environmental constraints at the site, and the site is identified as being within Flood Zone
1. As such, we consider there to be no technical constraints that would restrict development and which
could not be mitigated effectively. The site is suitable and deliverable. The site is available and currently
under option by Berkeley DeVeer, who are a high-quality developer with a track record of delivering
sites promptly. Berkeley DeVeer are keen to bring this site forward in the short term. The deliverability
of 35-40 units at this site is demonstrated by the draft site layout contained in Appendix A. As these
representations have demonstrated, the site represents a suitable, sustainable location for residential
development, with no physical or environmental constraints that would restrict its development and
which could not be mitigated effectively. Furthermore, the site is available now and could come forward
early in the Local Plan. The NPPF states that for sites to be considered ‘deliverable’ they should be:
“sites for housing should be available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be
achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within 5 years”. Suitability
• The site has excellent links to employment, education and retail services and is already within the
built form of Linton; • The site is not subject to any heritage, ecological, or landscape designations that
would preclude development and which could not be effectively mitigated; • The site is wholly within
Flood Zone 1 and therefore at the lowest risk of flooding; • The site is adjacent to a predominantly
residential area and redevelopment for residential purposes would not introduce an incompatible land
use. Availability • There are no ownership constraints to development; the landowners are willing to
dispose of the land for residential purposes; the site is available now; and Achievability • Ground
conditions are appropriate for residential development; no significant remediation will be required; •
Safe and suitable access can be provided In view of all the above, delivery of the site for residential
development is achievable within five years. For the reasons outlined above, Berkeley DeVeer are
firmly of the view that this site should have an allocation for housing given it is well related to an existing
built form, and is capable of making a positive contribution towards the growth of this service village
through low impact housing development in a wholly sustainable location.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Messrs Shedden Anderton Welch (1049555)
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2019-09-17 Spawforths LPreg19-792.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Land at New Parks Estate The Consortium have previously put forward the New Parks Estate as a
potential allocation for a new settlement. This submission is reiterated here to support the proposed
changes in Policy S2 and Policy S3. Justification The Consortium considers that a new sustainable
mixed use settlement could be created to the south of Huby at the New Parks Estate. The Consortium
considers the site is available, suitable and achievable and therefore in accordance with the Framework
is deliverable and able to come forward in the mid to latter years of the Plan. The Consortium has
prepared and submitted a masterplan and Vision document which demonstrates the deliverability of
the proposals. The deliverability and benefits of Land at New Parks Estate is as follows: Overview of
proposals The Plan below shows land to the south of Huby at the New Parks Estate as a potential
new settlement. The site is broadly 860ha and could create a sustainable mixed use community of
new homes, employment, settlement centre, education, community facilities, and green/blue
infrastructure including woodland, river corridors and open space. The proposed scheme is scalable
over a longer period of time. This could address the identified shortfall in housing provision within the
Plan period, meet long term housing needs and also benefit Easingwold by alleviating further growth
of the settlement. The site is approximately 5 miles from the edge of York and 10 miles from York City
Centre, 13 miles to Thirsk, 3 miles to Easingwold and 1.5 miles to Huby. The site directly adjoins the
A19, which could form the principal highway access for the scheme, with a secondary access onto
Baston Lane. The site is already well connected by existing public footpaths and proposed footpath
connections would enhance pedestrian connectivity. The proposal could create the critical mass to
enhance public transport provision through for example the potential creation of new bus routes and
bus stops along the A19 and new railway station. [see attached submission for concept plan]
Development principles and benefits. The site is located in a sustainable location and is well defined
by existing roads, natural features and tracks. The site is located on the A19, 5 miles north of York
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and is of sufficient scale to be able to create the critical mass for a sustainable mixed use community
and enhance and upgrade public transport infrastructure and provide appropriate employment,
community facilities and services. Having concluded that the site is appropriate in locational terms for
development, it is now relevant to assess it against the criteria for identifying allocations in the National
Planning Policy Framework, which states that local planning authorities should identify sufficient
deliverable sites to deliver housing in the first five years. To be considered deliverable, sites should
be available, suitable and achievable. Deliverability The Consortium considers the site is available,
suitable and achievable and is deliverable in accordance with the Framework and represents a
sustainable residential opportunity. Availability The Consortium owns the site and therefore it is available
for development now. Suitability The proposed development can make an efficient and attractive use
of the land. Although greenfield the site represents an excellent opportunity for a future sustainable
mixed use community. This site would allow housing to be delivered within an appropriate and
sustainable location within Hambleton. The site is located within a sustainable location in the south of
the District. The development would clearly accord with the emphasis set out in the Framework,
particularly concerning the need to make more efficient use of land. The site benefits from being of a
scale that it can create the critical mass to enhance public transport provision and provide appropriate
employment, community facilities and services. The site can deliver both housing and employment
uses, and create a new sustainable community. Achievable The Consortium considers that development
on this site is achievable. The Consortium is not aware of any insurmountable constraints to its
development. Accessibility The main access into the site will be taken from the A19 with a potential
secondary access off Baston Lane. The Consortium consider that a safe and suitable accesses can
be created into the site, and that the development would not have a significant detrimental impact on
the local highways network. The highway network could be upgraded if required. There is therefore
no insurmountable constraint with regard to impact on local highways and access. The site fronts on
to the A19 which provides good accessibility to the north and south, in particular York which lies just
south of the site with the ring road only 5 miles away. Bus routes operate along the A19 and the site
has the potential to enhance public transport infrastructure through providing new routes and bus
stops. The site has the potential to create a sustainable mixed use community and provide appropriate
community facilities and services. The site is approximately 3 miles from Easingwold and 10 miles
from York City Centre. Other Environmental Matters The Consortium is not aware at this stage of any
known environmental constraints to site delivery. Efficient Use of Land Although the site is greenfield,
the proposed scheme will utilise and enhance existing infrastructure with the potential to upgrade the
A19 and to create the critical mass to provide public transport infrastructure and new bus routes.
Although the site is not previously developed it is currently under-utilised. The site is easily accessible
and the proposed main access is off the A19. The scheme is therefore making an efficient and effective
use of land and infrastructure. Delivering a Flexible Supply of Housing The Framework requires Local
Planning Authorities to meet their full objectively assessed housing need. The site at New Parks Estate
will reinforce the housing supply for the medium to long term and address the Districts housing needs
throughout the Plan period. A Positive Response to the Key Objectives of the Framework The
Framework sets out that the Governments key housing policy goal of boosting significantly the supply
of housing and proactively driving and supporting sustainable economic development to deliver homes,
business and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs. The
Framework explains that the supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning
for larger scale development, such as extensions to towns, and creating mixed and sustainable
communities with good access to jobs, key services and infrastructure. Sites should also make effective
use of land and existing infrastructure. • The proposal responds positively towards national guidance
• The site is appropriate for accommodating housing growth being adjacent to existing infrastructure,
which can be upgraded if required • The proposed site can provide local community facilities,
employment, infrastructure and services, including public transport. • The site has been assessed and
is available, suitable and achievable for development. Benefits The development of the site would
provide significant benefits. The site would provide a sustainable mixed use community that would
meet the needs of Hambleton and create the critical mass to deliver new infrastructure. The proposed
scheme could create a new community of new homes, employment, settlement centre, education,
community facilities, and green/blue infrastructure including woodland, river corridors and open space.
The proposed scheme is scalable over a longer period of time. This could address the identified shortfall
in housing provision within the Plan period, meet long term housing needs and also benefit Easingwold
by alleviating further growth of the settlement. Therefore, this site provides a unique opportunity in a
sustainable location. In accordance with the Framework the Consortium has shown that: • The site is
suitable for housing. • The proposal will deliver a high quality mixed use scheme for housing and
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employment. • The scheme could create more than 25,000 new jobs. • The scheme could create more
than a £1 billion in Gross Development Value. • The proposal can provide a good mix of housing
commensurate to the demand and need in the area. • The scheme uses land efficiently and effectively.
• The proposal is in line with planning for housing objectives. • The site is within a sustainable location
situated in close proximity to facilities and services and can also enhance public transport provision.
• The proposal will deliver public open space. • The scheme could create over £140 million of Annual
Household Expenditure.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Trustees of The Lady Milnes Coates June 1987
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Land East of Back Lane Site Description The site extends to approximately 0.5ha and comprises
greenfield agricultural land. It is located immediately adjacent to a residential development on Back
Lane on the eastern side of Helperby. To the east, there are existing allotments. To the north and
south, there are two farmsteads. The site represents a logical ‘infill’ site which is contained within the
existing built form of Helperby. A Site Location Plan is contained at Appendix V. Given the site’s
surroundings, the site is ideally suited to residential uses. The Trustees wish to work with Hambleton
District Council to develop an appropriate residential proposal for the site that reflects the identified
needs emerging from the evidence base, assessed in the previous sections. A Suitable Site The land
is very well located in terms of connectivity. The village and its amenities and facilities are within 200m
and is therefore easily accessible by walking. A number of bus stops are located within the centre of
the village which accommodate services to Easingwold (a Market Town) and York (a major City),
providing access to many employment opportunities and further amenities. The site is approximately
11km from Junction 48 of the A1(M) and 8km from the A19. In summary, the site is very well located
in relation to the existing settlement and is in close proximity to both public and private transport links.
An Available Site There are no legal or ownership constraints on the site that might prohibit or delay
development of the site, or any current uses which would need to be relocated. The site is in single
ownership and the landowners, The Trustees, are willing to release the site for development. The site
is therefore available for accommodating development now, and it is not dependent on any external
factors. An Achievable Site The site has no known issues or constraints that would prevent it from
being developed in a viable manner, once allocated for development. The development of the site
would clearly be achievable. Summary The Trustees' key objective is to ensure the full potential of
their land is recognised and they are committed to strongly promoting the Land at West and South of
Balk Avenue, Back Lane and Land East of Back Lane as allocations in Hambleton Local Plan. The
site’s exceptional location coupled with its complete control by a single owner offers potential
opportunities to deliver additional benefits to the local area and region. These representations are
submitted on behalf of The Trustees of the Lady Milnes Coates June 1987 Settlement in relation to
their landholdings at Helperby and specifically, Land at West and South of Balk Avenue, Back Lane
and Land East of Back Lane. The Trustees’ comments and concerns on a number of key policies have
been set out and evidenced. Paragraph 35 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to be sound, and the
Trustees believe that fundamental changes need to be made to the Policies of the Plan for this to be
the case. The key tests for ‘soundness’ are set out below with the Trustees’ observations: a) Consistent
with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies
in this Framework. As set out at Section 2 and in more detail at Appendix III, the proposed housing
requirement within Policy S 2 does not take into account or reflect previous levels of delivery, which
are significantly greater than that being proposed for the remainder of the plan period. This is not in
compliance with Paragraph 16b of the NPPF or Paragraph 010 of PPG. The plan therefore does not
comply with this test. b) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet
the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that
unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent
with achieving sustainable development. In the context of point a), the plan has not been positively
prepared because evidence shows that delivery rates over the remaining years of the plan period are
highly likely to exceed the housing supply planned for. Despite its identification as a Service Village
in Policy S 3, no allocations are proposed for Brafferton and Helperby within Policy HG 1 and there
are not sufficient existing commitments to meet demand. The plan process should be utilised to deliver
sustainable development in this location rather than windfall sites being relied upon; therefore the plan
therefore does not comply with this test. c) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the
reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence. As set out above, the proposed housing
requirement is not fully justified as it does not consider previous levels of delivery. In addition, the
distribution of allocations within Policy HG 1 does not reflect the spatial strategy or settlement hierarchy
within Policy S 3. The plan therefore does not comply with this test. d) Effective – deliverable over the
plan period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been
dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground. The proposed
housing policies are not effective, in that if delivery rates continue at their current pace, the supply will
be exhausted in 13.1 years, contrary to what is required by national policy. The proposed allocations
will therefore not be effective in delivering the housing need of Hambleton and Brafferton and Helperby
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specifically. It is also not apparent that the allocations effectively reflect commuting patterns and
proposed locations for employment growth in the neighbouring York and Harrogate authorities. In
summary, the proposed housing requirement and spatial distribution in the Draft Local Plan is not
considered to be sufficient to deliver the growth necessary to meet the overall vision and objectives
of the document. There is therefore a need for the Council to consider further/additional site allocations
within the Draft Local Plan that could meet the additional need. It is requested that Land at West and
South of Balk Avenue, Back Land and Land East of Back Lane are included as allocations. They
represent logical and sustainable extensions to Helperby and are suitable, available and achievable
site for housing development. The Trustees look forward to a positive, collaborative and effective
working relationship with Hambleton District Council and other key stakeholders as the Draft Local
Plan moves forward.
Comment by
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2019-09-17 Revely LPreg19-789.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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4.1 Site ref. E/103/001 was first submitted in a Call for Sites response in September 2015. 4.2 We
have subsequently submitted representations to the various consultations that have followed but the
site has not been proposed by the Council as a housing allocation. 4.3 Our Client objects to their site
not being included as a proposed allocation in the Publication Draft of the emerging Local Plan. Above
we have set out why we consider a wider spatial distribution strategy should have been the basis for
allocating future locations for housing within the Easingwold sub area. 4.4 Furthermore, we would like
to emphasise the merits of allocating the site E/103/001. in the Local Plan in the following table: [Table
available to view in full representation] CONCLUSION 5.1 Our Client is committed to pursuing and
securing the development of their sites through the forward planning process. 5.2 The sites are
deliverable and would provide much needed housing in the Easingwold sub area. 5.3 The Council’s
decision not to allocate these sites is not sound based on the tests outlined in paragraph 35 of the
National Planning Policy Framework. 5.4 Therefore it is considered that these sites should be included
as housing allocations in Hambleton District Council’s emerging Local Plan to 2035.
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Comment ID

LPreg19-812

Response Date

17/09/19 14:09

Consultation Point

13 Easingwold Area (View)
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2019-09-17 Mary Fisher-Shipton_redacted
LPreg19-804.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
These representations are made on behalf of Mrs Mary Fisher (our Client), who has land interests in
Shipton by Beningbrough. We have made representations on behalf of our Client at all previous stages
of the plan and will appear at the Examination to continue these objections. Our Clients land was
previously allocated in the plan (site reference: E/131/006) and the Councils site assessments have
shown that it is suitable and deliverable. As a consequence of the Council reducing the overall level
of homes it has however now been removed. This approach is considered to be unsound for the
reasons in the remainder of this response and the land should be reallocated. Given the plan is at
Publication draft stage, these representations have regards to the tests of soundness in Paragraph
35 of the Framework, namely that the plan is contrary to national policy, not effective and not positively
prepared. In summary our client objects to the plan as being unsound as drafted for the main reasons:
• The level of homes is not considered appropriate to meet the needs of the district; • The heavy
reliance on old allocations and commitments is not considered appropriate to deliver the homes needed;
• The lack of allocations ensures that the Councils hierarchy and spatial distribution will not be met; •
The level of allocations is insufficient, particularly in Shipton by Beningbrough, where our clients land
should be allocated; and • The windfall policy does not provide sufficient clarity to applicants on what
will be acceptable. In order to make the plan sound Our Clients land should be allocated in the plan.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
1.2 These representations are made in relation to Berkeley DeVeer’s land interests located at:- OS
Field 2261, Knott Lane, Easingwold - E/041/044 – 0.54ha OS Field 1666, Drovers Court, Easingwold
– PST/E/041/059 – 0.61ha 1.3 These sites are both under 1 hectare and their allocation would accord
with paragraph 68 of the NPPF which highlights the important contribution that small sites can make
to meeting the housing requirement for an area and which requires that Local Planning Authorities
identify land to accommodate at least 10% of their housing requirement on sites no larger than 1
hectare. 1.4 These sites are located to the south of Easingwold within the countryside but with existing
residential dwellings located to the north. These sites are being promoted for allocation for residential
development. 1.5 These sites are not identified as a proposed housing allocation in the Publication
Draft. Site E/041/044 was previously identified as a Preferred Site for housing (yield 15). In the site
assessment conclusion at the Preferred Options stage (October 2016), the Council concluded: - “The
site could come forward as part of an allocation of E/041/033 and E/041/036. The site would provide
a good fit with the built form. The site would not be prominent from the main road.” 1.6 Site
PST/E/041/059 was submitted to the Council as a suitable and available site. Given this site’s location
adjacent to site E/041/044, the /059 site is considered to be equally suitable for housing as the adjoining
/044 site. 1.7 Only one housing allocation is now proposed in Easingwold, Site EAS1 (Northeast of
Easingwold Community Primary School). This site is identified to deliver 125 dwellings. Whilst we
support the allocation of this site, this representation statement will demonstrate that there are insufficient
housing allocations in Easingwold which is not justified and will result in the plan being ineffective. 1.8
This representation statement therefore seeks to make comment on the Local Plan Publication Draft
in the context of these sites and their location to the south of the Market Town of Easingwold. 1.9
Whilst comments are made on individual policies and paragraphs, this statement should be read as
a whole.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
These representations have been prepared on behalf of our client, Mr Wigan, and set out their comments
on the Hambleton Local Plan Publication Draft. Whilst these representations support the broad strategic
objectives and a large amount of the policies set out in the draft plan, they have raised a number of
concerns and objections in relation to criteria for housing development adjacent to the built form of
Secondary Villages and developer contributions. Our client specifically supports the continued
identification of Raskelf as a Secondary Village within the settlement hierarchy. Further to this we also
support the broad objectives Policy HG1 to deliver sustainable housing growth across the district,
however we consider that the aims of this policy as proposed do not account for the future of housing
growth at Raskelf. Therefore we request that our client’s land at Raskelf is allocated for the delivery
of up to 9 dwellings, including traditional homes and bungalows, in order to continue to support social
and economic sustainability within the settlement over the plan period and that this quantum of
development would be commensurate with the level of services and facilities available within Raskelf.
We support the policy intention of HG5 to allow for the delivery of housing which is previously unallocated
within the built form of existing settlements and the clear definition established within the policy text.
Despite this however, we consider that the criteria within the latter half of the policy requiring a sequential
approach to site selection for development adjacent to Secondary Villages is not justified given the
nature of these settlements in Hambleton and also contrary to National Policy. Our client’s site at
Raskelf is well related to the existing built form of the Secondary Village and offers the opportunity to
deliver a high quality development which is available, suitable and achievable for residential development
now and should be identified as a housing allocation under Policy HG1. We trust that our client’s
comments will be duly considered and that the outstanding unresolved issues can be addressed in
order for a sound, legally and procedurally compliant plan to be brought forward.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
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You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See above.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
It is reassuring that the comments made by Tollerton Parish Council and others have been seriously
considered during the development of the new Hambleton Plan. Whilst the proposed development
sites appear to have been rejected as either a non preferred site or does not fit the spatial strategy,
the caveat 'deemed to have some capacity to take additional development over the Local Plan period'
opens up opportunity for land owners who have been rejected to continue sending off applications
within the Local Plan period. Biodiversity remains key for the future of our children and the planet and
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I would like to think greater consideration is given to planning applications in the future where their
long term implications could have a devastating effect on the countryside as a whole, not just local
impacts. Saving the planet is key.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
ALT/E/162/013 Land north of Alne Road, adjacent to The Meads, Tollerton, North Yorkshire E/162/010
Land off Alne Road, Tollerton We support the view of the District Plan that both these sites are NON
PREFERRED sites for housing. We also support the view of Tollerton Parish council and residents
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that the village cannot support any additional housing developments to what has currently been passed.
Access on to Alne Road is hazardous with excessive speed of traffic and poor visibility lines. The
agreed development of a doctors surgery and 20 houses on Forge Lane provides adequate housing
for this end of the village, and will add further strain to existing traffic. South Back Lane is a preferred
and safer site.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The plan only allows for 125 dwellings in Easingwold over the 15 years life of the plan. This is far too
low to allow to sustain the community.. The consultations undetaken by Easingwold Town Council to
inform the Easingwold Neighbourhood Plan identified the need for a range of dwelling types, including
single storey dwellings, family homes, and starter homes / smaller dwellings for first time buyers.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Identify more housing in particular smaller dwellings to cater for older residents down sizing.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Introduction Easingwold Town Council (ETC) welcomes Hambleton District Council’s (HDC) publication
draft of its new Hambleton Local Plan and its objective to ensure that our communities remain vital
and sustainable. We wish to actively participate in the evolution of the plan, supporting its implementation
until its completion in 2035. We also welcome the opportunity to make this representation to the draft,
which examines the specific situation in Easingwold in comparison to the overall Hambleton-wide
needs. Hambleton District is large, rural and dispersed with limited connectivity, so it does not lend
itself easily to a focused, collated plan based on collective needs, as might be the case in say a unitary
district. Rather it has to allow for the more localised needs of the towns and villages spread across it
wider area and as expressed in its settlement hierarchy to be effective. On this basis we believe that
this plan, as currently drafted, falls short of providing an adequate basis on which to plan Easingwold’s
future until 2035. We will show that the plan’s lack of soundness is caused by its inability to support
the viability and vitality of Easingwold across the plan’s duration. For Easingwold, we would expect
the new Local Plan to: - Assure that we do have a sustainable and thriving local community and
economy throughout its duration - Provide for an adequate level of housing and commercial/industrial
development across the whole plan period - Recognise the specific needs of our town, all its inhabitants,
businesses, and visitors - Facilitate our role as a local service centre to our various associated villages
and hamlets as outlined in the HDC hierarchy - Assure the local provision of associated infrastructure
such as shops, community facilities, transport, open space, sport and recreation, employment, social
care, health and education. We do wish our town and its associated villages to remain vibrant and are
far from convinced that the new HDC Local Plan, as currently drafted, fulfils that requirement and the
expectations expressed above. With that in mind, we have prepared some comments on the publication
draft that seek to highlight the Easingwold perspective on how this plan might be re-developed to better
support the town. Housing [See full submission for table] Throughout Hambleton demand for housing
is strong and Easingwold’s median house price is significantly higher than the Hambleton median of
£229,950. Equally our affordability is even lower. Many people look to either retire in Easingwold or
locate here and commute to York, Harrogate or Leeds etc. This has been driving massive housing
development in Easingwold in recent years. Such that all the land that was allocated for housing
development in the lapsed LDF has secured planning permission plus the land for the Keir development
that was outside that envelope thanks to the intervention by Gladman. The additional Jomast
development of a further 80 houses gave planning for a supermarket and petrol station. In the 5 years
from 2007 - 2012 the Easingwold dwellings growth was 11%. Then from 2012 – 2017 it accelerated
to 16%. Now, if all the approved and planned housing is built by 2022, then the 5 years 2017 – 2022
will deliver a massive 25% dwellings growth. This would mean that Easingwold would have >60%
more dwellings in 2022 than it had in 2007. Against this, the draft local plan provides for no further
development (other than windfall) within the subsequent 13 years (2022 – 2035). This seems to be
both wholly unrealistic and undesirable as it expects a town that has grown at such a rate for 15 years
then to have no further development at all for most of the draft plan’s duration. We believe that the
consequences of such a decision would soon be felt, both in higher house prices, increasing housing
waiting lists and demands for uncontrolled developments. (Note: The basis of this projection is that,
up to 2022, there are 410 homes with an existing planning permission to be built or being built (Keir,
Persimmon, Jomast and infills). Plus, 125 dwellings provided for in the EAS1 proposal behind the
Easingwold Primary School. This because it seems that this development too is likely to be scheduled
early in order to secure the future of the Easingwold Primary School, to give it necessary playing fields
and deliver its ability to absorb the predicted volume of pupils). 2022 – 2035 is an awfully long time
for a town such as Easingwold to be with no remaining development envelope available. We suspect
that it will leave the town exposed to more unplanned, speculative development applications for sites
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not in the new Local Plan. It seems likely that many sites that were defined as “preferred sites” in the
Call for Sites exercise, but not allocated will reappear with demands they be allowed; bringing back
echoes of the Gladman issue. What about Community Planning? ETC notes that, through the Localism
Act, the Government has introduced the possibility to increase our town’s influence in our local area
through the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan and that this can become part of the statutory
Development Plan and sit alongside the Local Plan policies, forming the basis for determining planning
applications. So perhaps ETC could seek to address this shortfall by creating a Neighbourhood Plan
for 2022 or 2023 until the end of the new Local Plan. However, we are concerned about both the timing
and local acceptability of such an approach. Easingwold will have undergone a massive level of
development by 2022 and will not have consolidated the growth or corrected its impact on its
infrastructure. Expecting to win a Neighbourhood Plan referendum seeking to add more growth, when
the Local Plan says at a District level it is not necessary is extremely risky. Why should Easingwold
wait? It would seem more appropriate to make adequate provision in the Local Plan in the first place.
Easingwold Population: We see that the overall Hambleton demographic for its 90,700 population
(46% of whom are in the market towns) differs substantially from that in Easingwold. Hambleton overall
has about 25% of its people aged 65 or above. This is much lower than is the case in Easingwold,
where we believe that over 70% of the population are over 50 and that this proportion is rising, even
with such high dwellings- growth. The school age yield of our latest housing developments is
substantially lower than would normally be anticipated. More and more of the new and existing homes
in Easingwold are being bought by older people. These are people that are more able to afford the
open market price of the properties that are on offer. We would support proposals to make available
more affordable, smaller 2 - 3 bedroomed properties both on the open market and through shared
ownership alongside social housing in order to retain and attract younger people and families to our
community; or allow the elderly to downsize. We wish it to be economically and socially viable for
younger people to stay, return or join our town, to help address the aging of the community and assure
its long-term vitality. That said, we are concerned that the new Local Plan does not make an adequate
provision for the aging of Easingwold’s population. We will be likely to need greater provisions for
health care, social services, accessibility etc. which will be subject to representations further down in
this document. We are also concerned about the ability for our town to achieve a satisfactory level of
economic growth to support our population. Whilst our population is aging, we also have an increasing
use of Easingwold as a commuter town for York or even Harrogate or Leeds. We face our younger
people moving away for education and employment. Not only are our younger people unable to afford
suitable accommodation in the town, but they are also struggling to find suitable work or training. There
is very little provision in this plan for the economic development of Easingwold (as will also be discussed
later). The draft Local Plan addresses the need to expand our primary school and shows an adequate
secondary schooling provision will remain at the local Outwood Academy. However, we are struggling
to see ample provision for our older young people. Provisions that will help them retain their place and
life within the local community. We fail to see Easingwold centric provisions such as job-based training
and learning schemes and scholarships, apprenticeships or local college places. We know from
experience that if our young people leave home they often do not return. Affordable, Social & Residential
Homes: Easingwold Town Council is very concerned about the availability of affordable and shared
purchase homes etc within the community. The demographic analysis above shows that these are
needed to enable our young people to stay in our community, thrive and build families. At the same
time Easingwold needs more, smaller homes and bungalows that help an aging population downsize
and release larger accommodation to families. Plus, we will need places for people to live when they
can no longer cope with independent living. Demand for affordable homes in Easingwold is high and
rising (see Appendix 1: Easingwold & Rural Villages Affordable Housing Demand – May 2019). As we
write we have 38 new affordable homes becoming available in the developments underway with 200
wanting them and the queue rising also with many more trapped in existing homes and receiving
reduced benefits due to bedroom tax, who cannot escape by downsizing. Within the plan there is only
the EAS1 development of 125 homes available. The plan proposes a yield of 30% - so we will have
41 new homes being built under the plan. Our calculations suggest that a 30% provision across HDC
as a whole will clear the current waiting list district-wide after 19 years. ETC believes that with a higher
need and lower build in Easingwold, a balance between need and demand will not only never happen,
but that the deficit will continue to widen rapidly. Should the draft local plan become the reality, then
the dwellings diversity in the town will be fixed from 2022 until 2035. All available sites have their
planning permission granted; most are being built. Only the Jomast site on York Road and EAS1 can
deliver any flexibility; but even then, adjustments on these sites may well be resisted on viability or
other grounds. Because of the current, intense development, Easingwold is going to have to wait until
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around 2023-4 to see what overall housing demand looks like after current developments wash through
and the town begins to adapt to its new size. When this has happened, it seems highly likely that the
plan will fail Easingwold’s housing needs for remainder of the plan, because no further phased
development envelope is planned for. The harsh realities of the free-market and rising house prices
may well deal with this shortfall in the private housing market. Even though, that will simply exacerbate
the difficulties being experienced in retaining the vibrancy and economic viability of the town. For
affordable and social homes it will not work and a better and longer-term solution will be needed. So,
whilst recognising the district-wide assessments, we are concerned about their application locally. As
described above, Easingwold is in need of many more affordable and smaller homes to accommodate
its natural demographic changes. The die is largely already cast for Easingwold up to 2022. What
happens in the period after this development finalises and all the local opportunities are filled? What
about our local people and their housing needs? For example, young graduates aged 22 in 2022 will
be 35 at the end of the plan. Are we to give them little hope of a home of their own or starting a family?
That would be inadequate planning and wholly unfair! Alongside the young, the local provisions for
the Social & Residential Care sector are ignored within the draft Local Plan despite the aging of the
town’s population. We need more bungalows and small homes for the elderly to conveniently downsize
into; but we also need to accommodate those who can no longer live independently. Whilst we
understand and support the current policy to keep people in their homes as long as is possible.
Easingwold will soon have a population of over 6,000 people. So probably 3,500 or more over 50’s
plus and probably twice that number in the villages. Sadly, some of them are not going to be able to
stay in their own homes, because of chronic mobility or other health problems or dementia. The current
situation with regard to elderly residential provision is Easingwold and nearby is as follows: [See full
submission for table] Easingwold is registered as a dementia friendly town but there is a limit to what
non-residential support can do. In Easingwold itself Springhill Court is full; and although Stillington
Oaks (McCarthy & Stone) has availability it is simply unaffordable for the majority of the aging population.
Within a reasonable drive only 14 vacancies exist today. We know of local people being placed in
residential homes as far away as Richmond, with the accompanying difficulties for their families and
friends to keep their contacts alive. Provision for this part of the population is going to be needed and
is lacking in the draft plan. Within Easingwold town centre, the Tanpit Lodge site has a regional renal
centre, but is otherwise unused. It previously provided residential services, could it not be rebuilt or
upgraded to improve local provision? Even if it were, will it be enough? There are no allocations within
the Local Plan to deal adequately with accommodating our aging population. Housing Delivery: ETC
accepts the logic of allocating the site EAS1 so long as this site secures the long-term future of the
Easingwold primary school. We wish the school to have adequate playing fields and room for its
necessary expansion. However, ETC wishes to see the phasing of the development managed so that
it fits in with the actual needs of the school in order to deal with the predicted pressures of additional
pupil places. Even then, it is likely that this EAS1 development will be essential sooner rather than
later in the plan. Developers have spoken to ETC to execute it now! From that moment on, Easingwold’s
housing stock and mix is due to be fixed until 2035. This will not be an adequate solution to the town’s
real needs. Right type of homes: ETC agree that achieving the right housing mix is essential, but
almost all the decisions in this dimension have already been made as a consequence of the permissions
already in place. The Jomast site on York Road, EAS1, and any other unallocated or 'windfall' sites
that arise in Easingwold during the plan period are therefore essential to help in building the right
balance for Easingwold’s changing demographics. We are seriously concerned that this will not deliver
the necessary level of small, bungalow, affordable or social or residential homes required across the
whole draft plan. Design: We believe that excellence in design is essential for the homes that are going
to be built in our community. We wish them to be in keeping with the town and complement our
townscape. However, a specific problem for Easingwold, given its paucity of public transport (discussed
later), is access to adequate parking. When developments are considered it is essential that adequate
off-road parking is provided. Our citizens have to use cars, and too many of our roads and indeed
pavements are being blocked and rendered inaccessible at times by pressure of parking. Equally it is
important that suitable foot and cycle path access be provided and upgraded to discourage vehicular
use where possible. Another consequence of the speed of growth of Easingwold has a poor
infrastructure of footpaths. Many roads lack them completely (some even having speed bumps fully
across the carriageway blocking pedestrians and the disabled). In other places footpaths are in poor
condition, end in steps or other obstacles. Access, Highways and Parking: ETC believes that the
development EAS1 will require the introduction of traffic control measures (e.g. a mini roundabout?)
at the junction between Husthwaite Road and Thirsk Road given the incremental traffic flows that will
be caused by the presence of 125 additional houses and the extra use of the primary school by all the
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additional pupils. ETC considers that this site must have adequate off-street parking, footpaths and
cycle tracks to assure its accessibility. Housing Summary: The draft Local Plan makes an inadequate
provision for the likely housing needs of Easingwold between the years 2022 or 2023 until 2035 and
this requires urgent correction. Easingwold is not without potential development land. In the HDC Call
for Sites, as part of the new Local Plan process, there were a great many alternative development
sites proposed, evaluated and thought viable by HDC without being allocated. It seems to ETC that
several of them may well be needed in order to plug the 13 years development gap that the draft Local
Plan is indicating for Easingwold. Economy & Employment ETC is actively engaged in supporting the
economic development of Easingwold. We have encouraged the creation and continuation of the
Easingwold Business Forum. We have been very active in the Vibrant Market Towns initiative, by
encouraging visitors, supporting events, and providing outdoor space for a ‘coffee-culture’ to develop.
However, we feel that much more could be done and that gradually we now have a town that is
becoming either a retirement home or dormitory for other towns’ workers. In this regard, we believe
that the draft Local Plan is significantly lacking in adequate provisions. We are very concerned that
more provision is made. We have already mentioned that we want to encourage our young people to
stay, become well-trained and effective members of our community. We wish to ensure that our market
town is truly vibrant. We need the education, training, job and home opportunities that will support this
wish. Examining this issue alongside the housing discussion above, it seems to Easingwold may be
in a ‘Catch 22’ situation where there is little low-cost housing available for young people and this is
being combined with very little employment opportunity in the area. As a result, young people will go
elsewhere to live and work. Damage is already being done and the new plan does very little to correct
this. Our recent new businesses start-ups have been coffee shops, hairdressers and undertakers. Our
local population could be forgiven in thinking that our planners wish to make us ‘God's Waiting Room’!
Employment Land: [See full rep for quantum of development by settlement] In recognising HDC’s
Housing and Employment Development Needs Assessment (2018) (HEDNA), ETC are concerned
that the incremental provision being envisaged for Easingwold is inadequate and could be described
as virtually nil! We are unable to equate the sole allocation EAS2: Shires Bridge Mill, Easingwold 2.55
hectares with having an adequate supply of local jobs, especially when faced with 25% dwelling growth
between 2017 and 2022. It is not acceptable that employment land in Easingwold be frozen to this
single expansion place until 2035. Whilst recognising the value of Leeming Bar and Dalton as epicentres
for growth, they are many miles away from Easingwold, with no connectivity and are unlikely to add
much to the viability of Easingwold as a town, albeit they satisfy the district-wide criteria. Many large
employers in Easingwold such as Ward's Trailers, Long's Agricultural Engineers and Mallinson's
Textiles have long since disappeared and their sites have been converted into new housing
developments. The existing Business Park on Stillington Road seems to be forgotten about and no
longer promoted at all. It would be beneficial if it was actually finished off, tidied up and promoted to
try and used to encourage new businesses to Easingwold. The access road is still left unfinished and
waiting for its final coat of tarmac. The only signage is small and battered. ETC fully wishes Easingwold
to fulfil its role as the vibrant and distinct centre of services and facilities for local and surrounding
communities in Southern Hambleton. We would wish to secure enhanced retail, cultural, leisure and
visitor facilities; supported by growth in homes and jobs, coordinated with infrastructure improvements.
However, we are struggling to see how these are being provided for across the whole Local Plan.
Primary Retail Area: We are concerned that the plan does not include provisions to expand our primary
retail area. The basis for this request is shown in Appendix 2: Expansion of Easingwold Centre
designated Commercial area (PRA). We base our request on the Government paper “Planning Policy
Statement 6: Planning for Town Centres”. - (para 2.3) “…Set within this regional planning context,
local planning authorities should actively plan for growth and manage change in town centres over the
period of their development plan documents by: Selecting appropriate existing centres to accommodate
the identified need for growth by: where necessary, extending the centre” - (para) 2.58) “…Using
development plan documents, or where considered appropriate, other local strategies, local authorities
should take a positive approach to strengthening local centres and planning for local shops & services
by working with the community - (para 2.61) “…Local planning authorities should adopt policies that
recognise this role and support development which enhances the vitality and viability of market towns…”
and crucially “Local planning authorities should be aware of the extent of rural population which is
dependent on a particular centre…”. We believe that in making their draft local plan HDC have
underestimated our catchment area, which when the community hierarchy is taken into account reaches
some 16,000 people making it of the same magnitude as District’s the other market towns. There is a
need to grow Easingwold’s PRA to be proactive and encourage a strengthening in our economy, rather
than be reactive to threats once they become reality. Easingwold Market Square is already at saturation

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 144

for businesses, and for the last 10 months, there have been no properties on the open market for
purchase or rent. The last property to offer change of use business was the Clarks café, 10 months
ago – now EE by Yum deli, while a few other businesses continued but with a change of owner (eg
York Hotel, the Flower Shop & The Fika Rooms). Hearts Boutique have easily managed to sublet
rooms to smaller start-ups and other office buildings have also provided in fill as the demand for space
grows. Easingwold Town Council would like to see the PRA extended to an area extending over the
town centre, comprising the Market Square, Spring Street, Chapel Street, and an area of Long Street
as indicated in our discussions with HDC and the diagram in Appendix 2 below. This being to assure
that our existing retail and commercial locations, especially those peripheral to the town centre, are
resisted from being changed to residential use. Failure to achieve this would threaten a consequent
loss of employment and reduce the economic viability for areas of the town. At the same time, we
would not wish to see commercial/industrial areas demolished and replaced by residential developments
anywhere in the town. ETC wishes to see all its existing business stay and thrive whilst new enterprises
are being created. We struggle to see how this is provided for in the draft Local Plan, we wish to engage
in helping to make this happen. This includes a definite wish to see more young people staying in or
returning to the community and being able to have fulfilling lives in the town. We will fully support
initiatives that bring greater levels of employment, training, transport, leisure and evening economy
that can help our young people – the draft plan lacks initiatives to help this make it happen in our town.
Health & Well Being We would confirm that, for Easingwold, the quality of life is accurately recognised
as being good. Our older people are generally active, healthy and relatively wealthy retirees, many of
them are mortgage free. Our role as the primary local service centre means that many of our town’s
facilities are favourable, generally sound and more extensive than in many other towns of equivalent
size. There are, however, some significant health issues to be addressed. Some are mentioned in the
section on Population above. We are concerned for the medical and social care provisions in the town,
which are disjointed and variously occupied. The excellence of clinicians is being let down by the
infrastructure to support them. Whilst our Millfield Surgery is badly overstretched and Springfield Court
full, Tanpit Lodge, the Paradise Medical Centre and St. Monica’s hospital are all underused. We lack
adequate provision for dentistry. There is no facility for dispersed / remote medical consultations. Much
of the social care comes from the voluntary sector, especially via EDCCA (Easingwold & District
Community Care Association). The new Local Plan suggests the creation of a new Health Hub in the
town, one provided in conjunction with the NHS, without putting any firm plans or land provisions in
place. ETC would like to see these comments rapidly crystalized into a viable action plan for its recently
increased population. We are going to need much stronger resources available within the town to help
keep our aging population staying in their existing homes or those into which they may downsize too.
Whilst many of these homes may be privately owned, the owners are likely to be ‘asset-rich and
cash-poor’ meaning that they will struggle to afford the upgrades needed to accommodate the
Government’s wish for them to stay independent. We can see no provision within the plan for support
to these residents, nor incremental provision of carers to attend to their growing needs. We are going
to need increased social services support to keep our aging population secure whilst living in their
homes. Whilst this resource is needed, as expressed above, we would also like to see incremental
nursing/care home spaces being planned as the population ages. Whilst ETC notes that: No feedback
has been received from the CCG that would indicate a particular requirement for additional healthcare
facilities as part of development. , Easingwold Town Council doubts that this is the case with the
significant changes in the population mix that are expected in Easingwold within the life of this Local
Plan. ETC believes that a local study of what Easingwold’s true needs are should be urgently made
and appropriate provision made within the Local Plan. Environment/Environmental & Resource
Management Easingwold is well known for the quality of the environment in the town and its surrounding
area. ETC welcomes all efforts to conserve this situation in a realistic manner. In its vision documents
ETC has expressed a desire to conserve the best and improve the rest. Whilst the Easingwold
conservation area’s visual impact is important to the town, as the town grows and changes it must
meet the needs of its population and to assure the vibrancy of the town for the future. This means
seeking to retain the overall town ambience whilst making the necessary adaptations needed to
accommodate the requirements of 21st century life. No substantive provision is made within the draft
Local Plan to support the maintenance and improvement of the Easingwold’s infrastructure and
environment as it absorbs its recent and current rate of growth. Easingwold needs considerable financial
and resource support from HDC to offset the effects of growth on the town and these have not been
adequately forthcoming under the lapsed LDF nor are they proposed under the coming Local Plan. In
this regard, ETC has made town centre accessibility its highest priority for the use of its 15% of CIL
monies (and reserves if necessary). This means the completion and refurbishment to the network of
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flat footpaths around the town square. This is essential as in many areas the cobbles in place force
the disabled, less able, toddlers etc. to walk in the roads to avoid the uneven surfaces. In addition to
this the cobbles themselves, whilst being attractive, are laid on a sand bedding. This makes them
unsuitable for modern traffic and excessively difficult to maintain. They are suffering from frequent
breaking up, loose cobbles and subsidence. This situation is exacerbated by the growth of the town
and the increasing pressure on the centre. The plan contains no provision to refurbish the cobbled
areas and make them fit for purpose. At the same time the main car park is gradually suffering from
subsidence and wear and tear, it too will require substantial investment during the period of the new
plan. The car parking and traffic management situation is becoming increasingly challenging as a result
of the population pressures noted previously. Such is the concern over this that ETC, HDC and NYCC
are jointly planning a parking and traffic management consultation in Easingwold in 2019/2020. Should
the Paradise Medical Centre on Crabmill Lane become available, ETC would request that it is purchased
for the town and turned into an overspill car park of the type long available in all the rest of the district’s
market towns. The draft Local Plan makes no provision to reserve this key asset for the town. Its’
availability would enable a more structured traffic and parking management system to be introduced
across the town centre. Given the paucity of public transport in Easingwold, the growth of the town
and dependence of cars for mobility, this is an investment that is seen as essential to relieve the effects
of the LDF and the new Local Plan on the town as well as to stimulate our town centre economy and
maximise our footfall. Lowering the density of vehicles from our market square will enhance Easingwold’s
growing evolution as a place to enjoy in its own right, thus encouraging more patronage of our
businesses. Flooding & Drainage: With regard to flooding and sewage, Easingwold suffers from some
significant problems that need to be resolved as soon as possible. With regard to flooding, we must
mention the flooding which regularly occurs in heavy rainfall down Oulston Road, through Back Lane
and into Highland Court. Neither the Persimmon nor Keir sites currently under development are likely
to be immune from these water flows. Incrementally, water passing through the town square accumulates
in Crabmill Lane. Solutions for handling these issues need to be urgently found. Another issue in heavy
rainfall is caused by the combined sewers running through much of the older town and especially down
Long Street. Heavy rainfall causes sewage to be deposited in the street, gardens and, on occasion,
has flooded the secondary school. This must be corrected. Allied to this, the emergency CSO that
goes into Leasmires Beck (which will soon be receiving waters for the new Persimmon and Keir
developments as well) now frequently pumps raw sewage into the watercourse. Whilst a licence to do
this may be in place, the degree to which it happens is highly undesirable. In fact, Leasmires Back
itself has several pinch points, which make it unsuitable for its purpose of removing surface waters
from large areas of the town and this also needs to be corrected in order to reduce the back pressure
on the town’s drainage system. To our regret, The draft Local Plan contains little to give hope that
these matters are ever going to be adequately addressed. From the Yorkshire Water (YW) Plans
included, ETC notes that YW has commenced business planning for AMP7, for 2020 to 2025. YW
have informed HDC that investment in AMP7 will be set to maintain the existing water supply and
sewerage network and allow for growth. However, they have also indicated that: No investigative work
or actual works until post 2020 in Easingwold. The nature of works is yet to be determined. ETC
considers this to be totally inadequate response. Open Space, Sport & Recreation: ETC very much
welcomes and recognises the investment being made in sports facilities and 3G artificial grass pitches
at the Outwood Academy. This will be of major benefit to the town. ETC has been investing heavily in
increasing the usability of its Millfields Park and this programme will continue for some time. We have
a good range of childrens’ play areas that are managed by the council. We are also investing in
improving our green and other open spaces. We believe that Easingwold is not well provided with
open spaces, green corridors, cycle tracks and footpaths. These need to be strongly supported in any
planned development. Easingwold wishes to retain all its designated green spaces and to see them
protected for future generations to enjoy. [See full rep for table of green spaces] ETC agrees that all
Easingwold’s rights of way should be kept open and in good condition for use by the community. It
has recently invested in creating a wheel/push chair friendly route in Millfields Park. We have expressed
our concern elsewhere that many of Easingwold’s footpaths are not in an acceptable condition and
require investment. ETC welcomes and fully supports the statement: In Easingwold the Council will
work with partners and will encourage proposals that improve connectivity between the open spaces
at Millfields, the Memorial Park, the cricket ground and Chase Garth Park and also proposals that
make use of the disused Easingwold to Alne railway line as part of the network of green infrastructure.
However, ETC is concerned to know how incremental open spaces and foot/cycle paths will become
a reality. Will this land be taken into public ownership? What steps would be also taken to prevent the
loss of this land to public use and access? Infrastructure and Community Services Settlement Hierarchy:
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We note that Easingwold is identified as a Market Town in the Settlement Hierarchy as set out in policy
S3 'Spatial Distribution'. We agree that the town has a wide range of businesses, retail uses, schools,
employment and medical services. ETC will engage fully to assure that Easingwold fulfils its role as a
service and resource centre to: - The Service Villages of Brafferton/ Helperby, Huby, Husthwaite,
Linton on Ouse and Stillington - The Secondary Villages of; Alne, Crayke, Raskelf, Shipton, Sutton on
the Forest and Tollerton; and - The Small Villages of; Aldwark, Alne Station, Brandsby, Farlington,
Flawith,Myton-on-Swale, Newton-on-Ouse, Oulston, Skewsby, Stearsby, Tholthorpe, Thormanby,
Whenby and Yearsley. We have already expressed our concern that inadequate investment and
support is being provided to help Easingwold cope with the impact of its growth on the infrastructure,
along with the changing needs of the population, and the growing lack of public transport for people
in our associated villages to reach Easingwold. How can Easingwold be designated a Service Centre
if many village residents have little access to it? Market Towns: ETC agrees fully that the market town
centres play an important role in the district's economy by providing a focus for retail and leisure uses.
It welcomes policies EG3 Town Centre Retail & Leisure Provision; EG4 ‘Management of Town Centres’
and EG5 ‘Vibrant Market Towns’. However, it feels that within the draft Local Plan too much of the
development and resource is focussed socially on Thirsk and especially Northallerton and industrially
on Dalton and Leeming Bar to the detriment of the needs of the other more distant market towns. ETC
very much welcomes policy EG 5 ‘Vibrant Market Towns’ and are already highly engaged in its
implementation and operation. Easingwold has emphasised the evolution of its town centre to increase
the town’s appeal and keep the centre viable. We believe that there will be an on-going need for this
investment, as market towns can only thrive if they have a clear identity and attraction. Only when they
have the feel of a ‘destination’ and provide an “enjoyable personal shopping experience” are they likely
to compete effectively with on-line and other modern consumer channels. Town Centre Retail & Leisure
Provision: We believe that Easingwold can act as an effective district centre and support the surrounding
villages and rural area across the course of the new Local Plan until 2035. However, it does mean that
investment, particularly in our town centre infrastructure, will be needed. We agree that proposals for
residential development within Easingwold Town Centre should be firmly resisted. We wish to retain
the Easingwold Conservation Area as it is currently defined; but we would wish to see the Primary
Retail Area expanded as discussed above to facilitate growth. We believe that with the town centre
there are three NHS facilities that are likely to become available as a consequence should an NHS
Hub be created on York Road. We would not wish to see the following two converted to private
residential use. - The Paradise Medical Centre, Crabmill Lane we would strongly request to see this
acquired for use as an essential overspill car park for the town as is the norm for the other market
towns. - Tanpit Lodge would ideally be redeveloped as a modern care/nursing home facility Vibrant
Market Towns: The vibrancy of Easingwold is key to its well-being as a community throughout the plan
and a major concern for ETC. We are already working with the Vibrant Market Towns team to bring
this requirement to life and welcome all support we can receive. Whilst we wish to retain the overall
ambience of Easingwold’s town centre, we believe that it is in urgent need of investment to assure it
meets the needs of the community. ETC has agreed to fund the completion and refurbishment of the
town centre network of level footpaths – vastly improving convenience and accessibility. However,
there is a need to refurbish all the remaining cobbles on a solid foundation and the main car park to
meet the needs of 21st century traffic. We also need an overspill car park to allow a practical traffic
management and car parking plan to be put in place. The only suitable space for this is the Paradise
Medical Centre site on Crabmill Lane when this becomes available. To improve Easingwold as a
destination we have revamped our weekly Friday Market and the monthly Farmers Market. We have
recently introduced a monthly Artisan Market to the town. We have also licenced exterior space on
council land to our town centre cafés and hostelries to help improve the ambience and create and
encourage a local ‘café culture’. We have introduced a town centre wifi scheme. We have restructured
the town centre greens and their paths with improved benches that allow gatherings to spontaneously
occur. We would like the draft Local Plan to facilitate us to improve and enhance the ‘in- town’ sign
posting to steer visitors to the main square and indicate where additional parking is located. We have
encouraged a strong Easingwold Business Forum to emerge. We have invested heavily in various
town centre events, seasonal markets, lights and competitions. We have invested in the Tourist
Information Centre and Community Library. We welcome other initiatives and support that can extend
this impact and i promote Easingwold as a destination of choice from further afield. Transport &
Accessibility: HDC correctly states that ‘there is a high reliance on the private car in the district,
particularly in rural areas and in and around Easingwold and Stokesley, where there are limited
alternative sustainable travel options.’ ETC believe that Easingwold needs significant support to create
a more credible parking and traffic management solution for the town centre along with an overspill
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car park.This is in addition to addressing the paucity of public transport available to and from Easingwold
and especially the surrounding villages and rural community for which it provides services. Even as it
grows, Easingwold’s public transport provision gets ever worse and the draft plan presents no attempt
to remedy this. It lacks the expected travel options other than the private car assumed for a Service
Centre”. Population growth and its age profile are exacerbating this transport situation in the town.
The local bus routes are constantly losing services and their availability is often being restricted to
peak times only. This is especially acute for Easingwold’s role as a local service centre, as buses from
the villages that the town is expected to support are becoming ever rarer. This lack of availability of
public transport needs to be urgently addressed. Many of the villages that lie within our settlement
hierarchy have very limited public transport access to Easingwold and some none at all. This harms
both Easingwolds economy and the life quality of village residents. Easingwold together with its
catchment villages, (which house the majority of the area’s population) are an extended rural community.
The villagers need and indeed desire access to Easingwold’s services. From an environmental and
social perspective there is a need to minimise the use of provide cars. Thus, allowing public transport
provision to decline against rising demand is perverse! Whilst, large, private buses may not be viable,
a sustainable rural public transport solution must be found and provided and suitably funded. Servicing
Emergency Access: ETC are concerned that too many of our roads and homes have inadequate
off-street parking, despite the community’s reliance on the private car. This leads to high levels of
on-street parking and blockages. These affect emergency vehicles, but more often buses, delivery
and refuse trucks etc. who seriously struggle to reach their destinations. It is essential that all new
developments have lots of off- road parking (even if it means no garages). This is especially true for
any windfall sites that infill existing residential roads. This must be defined within the draft Local Plan.
Parking & Charging Provision: With more and more cars on Easingwold’s roads, resolving the ad hoc
parking and traffic management issues in the town is essential. An overspill car park in addition to the
existing car parks and on-street parking is essential. Whilst there is not yet congestion, there are safety
concerns, displacement issues, effects on the viability of the retail area and on the ability to act as a
service centre for the villages. Within the car parks there are currently no charging points available for
electric cars and these are not provided for in the draft Local Plan, despite the Government commitment
to significantly reduce use of fossil fuelled cars within the term of the plan. Footpaths & Cycle Routes:
Provision of footpaths and cycle routes needs to be improved. Many footpaths are in very poor condition,
end in grass or drops or don’t exist. In several roads lacking footpaths (for example Back Lane) the
condition of the roads is poor with many potholes at the sides and traffic calmers placed across the
whole carriageway. This creates an unnecessary obstacle course for pedestrians (especially the less
mobile or disabled) in these roads and requires urgent attention, as it is a hindrance to accessibility.
Despite our connectivity relying on narrow and winding roads, Easingwold has only one official cycle
route and none to our service villages with no planned correction to their absence. Education: The
Outwood Academy Easingwold appears to have over-capacity for Easingwold’s secondary schooling
purposes. [See full rep for table of impact of proposed development on secondary school capacity]
However, the situation with regard to the primary school is more challenging. [See full rep for table of
impact of proposed development on primary school capacity] This is a matter of significant concern
locally. The existing primary school will reach capacity and the EAS1 development will deliver the land
necessary for school expansion. The town would like to see this resolved, to provide adequate playing
fields classroom, and public space. However, timing of this is key, as mentioned above, because if
this means that EAS1 must be delivered at the front of the plan, then no further housing other than
windfall sites are being envisioned after 2021 or 2022. Conclusion Easingwold Town Council is
concerned that the draft Local Plan ‘takes care of’ the bulked-up district- wide development needs,
but that there is inadequate provision for the Easingwold specific needs both as a local community
and a service centre.this situation is already inadequate today but, as the town grows and that the
plan evolves, things will only get worse. If the plan were to be allowed to go ahead as currently
expressed, then it would freeze Easingwold in its current situation somewhere around 2022 and keep
locked up until 2035. Thus, for much of the plan’s duration, it would stifle the town’s economic and
social viability and provide little resource to correct the infrastructural problems that its current ‘growth
spurt’ and changing demographics have and will be creating. Whilst ETC will be using the 15% CIL it
receives to fund essential investments in the town centre caused by its growth and the changes in its
community it will not be adequate to cover the costs of the changes and improvements necessary to
resolve these matters. In fact, its flow will dry up from early in the plan and no income will replace it
for some 12-13 years. The Easingwold Town Council believes that HDC should be investing the money
from its 85% share of the CIL and any other sources necessary to facilitate these essential works and
resources to assure that Easingwold can stay a successful, viable and vital market town. More than
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this we need its direct support and commitment to Easingwold as a town, rather than completely trying
to bulk it into a district-wide categorisation. Easingwold needs significant support for its: o Educational
Provisions (Resolving the future of the Primary School, completing the facilities at the Secondary
School and providing arrangements for tertiary education and apprenticeships) o Health Services
(Creating a Health Hub for Easingwold, adjusting the role St. Monica’s Hospital and supporting Care
Home/Nursing Home provision) o Drainage & Flooding (Work and investment is needed to assure that
current levels of flooding and drainage issues are corrected and not exacerbated by the coming growth)
o Recreation & Open Spaces (there is a need to conserve and enhance the open and recreational
space available in the town and to maximise its amenity value for the population by an effective
investment programme) o Town Centre/Conservation Area Infrastructure and Regulation (the town
centre is under increasing pressure and needs a lot of support and investment to secure its suitability
for 21st century living) o Traffic Management & Safety (there are many and growing pinch points in
the town, where the growth of traffic numbers and the increasing size of vehicles is causing traffic
management and especially safety issues. These need to be urgently addressed) o Parking (Parking
arrangements in the town are inadequate as is its car park provision and this needs to be urgently
addressed; in particular, when the Paradise Medical Centre on Crabmill Lane becomes available, we
would request to see it acquired as an incremental car park) o Social and Accessibility Provisions (as
the town grows accommodating the changes in the population and their needs is important and urgent).
Easingwold Town Council would like to thank Hambleton District Council for the opportunity to comment
on its publication draft of its new Hambleton Local Plan. We hope that these comments will enable
them to take account more fully of Easingwold’s specific needs as they relate to their plans and policies.
We are ready to fully support the finalisation of the Local Plan and would be pleased to answer any
questions they may have.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See above.
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Files

2019-09-17 Persimmon Homes LPreg19-978.pdf
2019-09-17 Persimmion Appendix 1 Easingwold
Landscape and Visual LPreg19-985.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Easingwold (Site Ref: E/041/034) (please see appendix 1) It has already been highlighted, above, that
Persimmon Homes considers that the Council should apply a 20% buffer to the present housing
requirement of the plan. Notwithstanding this change Persimmon Homes considers that the site should
form part of the allocation for the Easingwold area for the following reasons: The site is available for
delivery in the short to medium term. The EAS1 allocation would take at least 4 – 6 years to come
forward due to the various stages of preparation namely the technical information preparation, obtaining
planning permission, marketing of the site, selection of developer and subsequent negations. The
Crayke Lane site would fill a much needed gap in the housing delivery for the settlement. Having this
site allocation for Easingwold clearly achieves the best outcome to ensure delivery across the plan
period in a short to medium year timescale. A landscape assessment for the site was submitted in
autumn 2015 (see Appendix A). It recognised the key receptors would be residents in properties
opposite the northern and southern boundaries, road users approaching the settlement from the east,
and users of the local public footpath network. Development of the land would not extend further east
than existing houses to north and south. The landscape framework for the site was subsequently
incorporated into a masterplan and addresses views and promotes strong green infrastructure for the
site based on the incorporation of existing assets (see Appendix B). There would be a road link from
Crayke Lane in the north to Crabmill Lane in the south allowing road users the opportunity to avoid
having to use the town centre roads or Back Lane to travel to the southern part of Easingwold. The
existing established eastern boundary would be reinforced with new planting to respond to concerns
there may be about impact of development on views and reinforce the conclusion in the Landscape
Assessment that the proposal would generally be well contained in the landscape. Site E/041/034
should be allocated for residential development The conclusion to the above is that this requirement
plus the 20% overall requirement as discussed above should be accommodated within the different
sites to ensure the delivery of the housing target and the site allows the opportunity to strengthen the
gateway into the settlement. Persimmon Homes considers that the policy should be modified as follows
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in order to make the document sound: Part d. of policy HG1 should be split to allow for EAS2 for
approximately 100 dwellings at Crayke Lane. The above resultant changes, taking into account the
lack of deliverable 100 units from the NNDA (Northallerton) development site, results in an additional
400 dwellings to the proposed housing numbers.This equates to approximately 20% additional dwellings
as suggested in our above representation regarding an additional “buffer” to the housing requirement.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Persimmon Homes considers that the policy should be modified as follows in order to make the
document sound:Part d. of policy HG1 should be split to allow for EAS2 for approximately 100 dwellings
at Crayke Lane.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
3.2 The Site Selection Methodology and Results paper (July 2019) provides a short planning
commentary on each site that has been assessed. The land to the east of Knott Lane is assessed
under reference E/041/018a. This comprises a smaller site (the northern most of the two fields –
1.84ha) than the land previously identified as a preferred option under reference E/041/018, which
comprised two fields (3.89ha). The assessment suggests that E/041/018 was removed due to creation
of a replacement site of a different site or use. 3.3 Berkeley DeVeer are promoting the allocation of
the northern field which is within their ownership and comprises Site E/041/018a. this site remains
available and suitable for allocation to meet the Council’s key housing needs. 3.4 The Council’s planning
commentary of the smaller site E/041/18a states that the site opens up potential expansion to the
southwest of Easingwold, which is potentially a large extension into open countryside with no clear
southern boundary. We do not support the Council’s commentary in relation to this site. 3.5 As set out
in the Council’s conclusion when the larger site was identified as a preferred option, the northern and
eastern boundary of the site relate well to the existing built form and would provide a logical extension
to the settlement. Impact on form and character can be mitigated through the design process. 3.6 In
relation to there being no clear southern boundary, there is an existing hedgerow boundary which
could easily be improved further through a landscaping plan. In this regard, this site is no different to
proposed allocation EAS1 which adjoins the countryside along its northern and eastern boundaries
and is similarly contained by hedgerow boundaries yet concluded to be suitable for allocation. 3.7 It
is maintained that the Council’s conclusions when the site was assessed under reference E/041/018
are still appropriate and the northern part of this site is suitable for allocation. There are no physical
constraints to the delivery of this site and it would form a logical extension to the settlement as well as
providing local residents with choice and providing dwellings to meet the Council’s identified housing
needs for older people, young single people and those on low incomes.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
3.2 The Site Selection Methodology and Results paper (July 2019) provides a short planning
commentary on each site that has been assessed. 3.3 The land at OS Field 2261, Knott lane,
Easingwold is assessed under reference E/041/044 (0.54ha). Berkeley DeVeer are promoting this site
for residential allocation. This site is available and suitable for allocation to meet the Council’s key
housing needs and to support the delivery of small sites. 3.4 The Council’s assessment of the /044
site states that it would require the development of E/041/033. The site assessment conclusion for
/033 states that ‘other preferred sites would create a better form of development’. In this regard site
/044 is not unsuitable for development, the Council’s conclusion merely relates to the site that has
been allocated being ‘more suitable’. 3.5 As set out in the representation statement, we support the
allocation of EAS1, but maintain that additional allocation are needed. The Council’s assessment of
the /044 site as part of the Preferred Options consultation concluded that it would provide a good fit
with the built form and would not be prominent with the road. In this context, site /044 should be
allocated alongside /033 to the north. These sites would comprise a natural extension to the settlement
and would assist the Council in meeting its housing requirement, key housing needs and the delivery
of small sites. 3.6 The site assessment conclusion for site PST/E/041/059 states that part of the site
is within ALT/E/041/058 which is to be designated as Local Green Space. The remainder of this site
is not considered to be suitable for allocation unless the adjacent site was to be allocated. We do not
support the Council’s conclusions in relation to this site. The site being promoted for development by
Berkeley DeVeer does not form part of the Local Green Space allocation, which lies to the west of the
site. The site could be allocated alongside site E/041/012, which lies to the north. The site conclusion
states that site /012 should only be developed alongside site E/041/006, yet site /012 should readily
be developed alongside site /059 and together they would comprise a logical extension to the settlement.
In this context, site /059 should be allocated alongside site /012.
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2019-09-10 Nineteen 47_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Land at Knott Lane Easingwold (Site Reference PST/E/041/060) Further to the site representation
submitted on behalf of Reynard Properties in respect of the aforementioned site where allocation for
housing has been sought, we write in respect of the current consultation to the Publication Draft of the
Local Plan. It is noted that since the Preferred Options Consultation, the housing numbers across the
District have reduced substantially resulting in only one of the preferred housing allocation site in
Easingwold being carried forward. It is disappointing to see that the housing numbers have reduced
to this extent and it is appreciated that this representation site would not be considered for allocation
unless the land to the north came forward, which until recently was the subject of a preferred housing
allocation. As per the recommendations set out in the House Builders Federation representation, it is
recommended that a 20% buffer is provided to the proposed housing figures in order to boost housing
supply in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework and also to allow sufficient flexibility
across the plan period. We wish to reserve the right to make representation at the forthcoming
Examination in Public particularly in the event that the Inspector and/or the LPA determine that there
should be an increase to the proposed housing targets and look to allocate additional land for housing.
we look forward to being kept informed of the forthcoming stages of the Local Plan preparation.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See above.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
See above.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This site adjoins the boundary of Easingwold Conservation Area and the churchyard of the Grade II*
Listed Church of St John the Baptist and All Saints. The Heritage Background Paper considers that
the development of this site will harm elements which contribute to the significance of these assets
and sets out a number of mitigation measures to reduce that harm, including restricting development
to the northern part of the site. The Development Requirements relating to ‘‘Design, landscaping, open
space and green corridors’ reflect the recommendations of the Heritage Background Paper which we
welcome. The development requirements for ‘Heritage’ should be amended to cross-refer with the
design requirements and make clear how the site can be developed in a manner which would safeguard
the character and appearance of the Easingwold Conservation Area and significance of the Grade II*
listed Church of St John the Baptist and All Saints. Amend the Development Requirements for Site
EAS1 as follows:- a) The development requirements indicated under “Design, landscaping, open space
provision and green corridors” should be reflected on the site plan on page 233, for the avoidance of
doubt. b) The box below the site plan on page 233 should make clear that the net developable area
for housing is 4.6ha. c) A line should be added to the Development Requirements for ‘Heritage’ to
make it clear that housing development is to be restricted to north of Easingwold Community Primary
School in order to mitigate the impact on the designated heritage assets to the south
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This site adjoins the boundary of Easingwold Conservation Area and the churchyard of the Grade II*
Listed Church of St John the Baptist and All Saints. The Heritage Background Paper considers that
the development of this site will harm elements which contribute to the significance of these assets
and sets out a number of mitigation measures to reduce that harm, including restricting development
to the northern part of the site. The Development Requirements relating to ‘‘Design, landscaping, open
space and green corridors’ reflect the recommendations of the Heritage Background Paper which we
welcome. The development requirements for ‘Heritage’ should be amended to cross-refer with the
design requirements and make clear how the site can be developed in a manner which would safeguard
the character and appearance of the Easingwold Conservation Area and significance of the Grade II*
listed Church of St John the Baptist and All Saints.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Amend the Development Requirements for Site EAS1 as follows:-a) The development requirements
indicated under “Design, landscaping, open space provision and green corridors” should be reflected
on the site plan on page 233, for the avoidance of doubt.b) The box below the site plan on page 233
should make clear that the net developable area for housing is 4.6ha.c) A line should be added to the
Development Requirements for ‘Heritage’ to make it clear that housing development is to be restricted
to north of Easingwold Community Primary School in order to mitigate the impact on the designated
heritage assets to the south.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Site E/041/016 -- Land to the rear of Easingwold Primary School I support the above site for the
development of 125 houses in the future but not immediately providing it delivers land for recreational
use for the adjacent primary school, because it cannot be demonstrated that there is an urgent need
for further recreation land, school numbers are dramatically falling in spite of recent house building in
the town. [The rest of this comment has been logged under Infrastructure Delivery Plan consultation
point as it refers to educational facilities] Easingwold, in recent years are having/had a disproportionate
amount of new development & because of the high cost of houses are not producing many younger
people into the community, coupled with a limited number of employment opportunities, with a very
limited range of goods to purchase & with small retail sales area, without a fuel station it is no surprise
that 73% of town residents are over 50 years old. All the local rural settlements in the area need much
lower priced houses to be built to help keep the younger generation in the villages to protect and
sustain village life.
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2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 18a
LPreg19-657.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.52 We support the identification of the land north east of Easingwold Community Primary School as
a proposed housing allocation for 125 homes and land for school playing field provision. This is a
suitable and deliverable site. We support the identification of this site in principle, however it is
maintained that this site is insufficient on its own to meet the needs of specific resident groups and to
ensure a 5 year supply throughout the plan period. Additional allocations are therefore required in
addition to this site.
Comment by
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Comment ID

LPreg19-714

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 159

Response Date

11/09/19 11:05

Consultation Point

EAS 1: Northeast of Easingwold Community Primary
School, Easingwold (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-11 Letter ID Planning EAS1_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our client owns the land to the north east of Easingwold Primary School which is proposed for allocation
under Policy HG1 (Housing Delivery) and we write in support of this allocation. Policy HG1 – Housing
Allocation EAS 1 (Northeast of Easingwold Community Primary School, Easingwold) Policy HG1 seek
to allocate land to the northeast of Easingwold Community Primary School (EAS 1) for housing
development along with land for school playing fields provision. My client supports the allocation of
site EAS 1 and agrees with the Council’s assessment of the site in relation to its availability, suitability
and deliverability. Pre-application discussions have already taken place with the Council on the 2nd
September 2019 and a draft scheme was presented to Easingwold Town Council on the 20th August
2019. A drop-in public consultation is planned to take place in October, with a full planning application
to be submitted by the end of 2019. The preparation and submission of an application in the short term
demonstrates this is an available and deliverable site and the allocation sound. We have reviewed the
development requirements for the allocation set out on page 233 of the consultation document and
raise no objections to the requirements set out. We trust this supporting representation will be taken
into account as part of the Publication Draft consultation. .
Comment by

Berkeley DeVeer (1227667)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-712

Response Date

11/09/19 10:22

Consultation Point

EAS 1: Northeast of Easingwold Community Primary
School, Easingwold (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-11 IDP Berkeley DeVeer 044 059.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
2.54 We support the identification of the land north east of Easingwold Community Primary School as
a proposed housing allocation for 125 homes and land for school playing field provision. This is a
suitable and deliverable site. We support the identification of this site in principle, however it is
maintained that this site is insufficient on its own to meet the needs of specific resident groups and to
ensure a 5 year supply throughout the plan period. Additional allocations are therefore required in
addition to this site.
Comment by

Daniel Gath Homes (Mr Daniel Gath - 1025314)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1008

Response Date

17/09/19 14:01

Consultation Point

EAS 1: Northeast of Easingwold Community Primary
School, Easingwold (View)
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2019-09-17 Daniel Gath Homes 2_redacted
LPreg19-1006.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
On the basis of the above comments in opposition to part d. of Policy HG 1, this representation objects
to the allocation of site ‘EAS 1: Northeast of Easingwold Community Primary School, Easingwold’ for
residential development. The proposed allocation of the site to meet the needs of the Easingwold
community over the lifetime of the plan is unsound and does not provide an appropriate strategy in
light of other options, namely the allocation of a number of smaller sites to accommodate the level of
growth anticipated by the plan. The proposed allocation would be inconsistent with the Housing White
Paper ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ and national policy which aim to diversify the housing market,
increase competition and assist small and medium housebuilders to help bring sites forward quickly.
In objecting to the proposed allocation of site ‘EAS 1’, Daniel Gath Homes request that consideration
be given to the allocation of land to the rear of The Meadows, Thirsk Road, Easingwold in order to
meet the local housing requirement. Daniel Gath Homes has already promoted this site through previous
consultation stages in the preparation of the plan, and was allocated the reference E/41/045. The site
is owned by Mr Daniel Gath (of Daniel Gath Homes) who remains keen to deliver the site for housing
and there has been no significant change in circumstances which would impact upon the site’s delivery.
The following key benefits have been identified in relation to this site: • The site is located within 1km
of Easingwold Market Place and is therefore well related to existing services and facilities within the
town • The site is accessible by a choice and means of transport with the nearest bus stops located
at a distance of less than 400m to the south west along Raskelf Road and south, along Long Street •
The site is largely unconstrained with regard to services, access and ecology • The site has no statutory
landscape designation and the development of the site would have no impact upon any important
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landscape features • The site is well contained by physical features and its development site for housing
would represent a logical extension to the built-up area of Easingwold in a way that is sensitive to its
existing form and character • The site could potentially come forward together with future development
on land to the north, thereby unlocking the potential of adjacent land to accommodation other
development beyond the current plan period • The site has the capacity to deliver circa 18 dwellings,
including a policy compliant amount of affordable housing (5 on-site units); • The site owner is also
the developer who has clear intentions to develop the site; • The site has been shown to be viable;
and • The site is suitable, available and deliverable.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Easingwold Town Council (Mrs J Bentley - 1025359)

Comment ID

LPreg19-765

Response Date

17/09/19 12:02

Consultation Point

EAS 1: Northeast of Easingwold Community Primary
School, Easingwold (View)

Status

Processed
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Email

Version
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Files

2019-09-17 Easingwold Town Council
LPreg19-656_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
ETC believes that the development EAS1 will require the introduction of traffic control measures (e.g.
a mini roundabout?) at the junction between Husthwaite Road and Thirsk Road given the incremental
traffic flows that will be caused by the presence of 125 additional houses and the extra use of the
primary school by all the additional pupils. ETC considers that this site must have adequate off-street
parking, footpaths and cycle tracks to assure its accessibility. The Outwood Academy Easingwold
appears to have over-capacity for Easingwold’s secondary schooling purposes. [See full rep for table
of impact of proposed development on secondary school capacity] However, the situation with regard
to the primary school is more challenging. [See full rep for table of impact of proposed development
on primary school capacity] This is a matter of significant concern locally. The existing primary school
will reach capacity and the EAS1 development will deliver the land necessary for school expansion.
The town would like to see this resolved, to provide adequate playing fields classroom, and public
space. However, timing of this is key, as mentioned above, because if this means that EAS1 must be
delivered at the front of the plan, then no further housing other than windfall sites are being envisioned
after 2021 or 2022.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See above.

Comment by

P A Fish (1226827)

Comment ID

LPreg19-514

Response Date

16/09/19 15:48

Consultation Point

EAS 1: Northeast of Easingwold Community Primary
School, Easingwold (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16 Peter Fish LPreg19-514_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We moved to [REDACTED] in 1985 with the object of retiring to a quiet rural part of Yorkshire with
views stretching to the White Horse and on the edge of green belt land. Fruition of the above plans
will completely destroy this objective. In the last two years the above plan was put forward and turned
down as unsuitable on so many grounds not the least of which was that there is only one entrance/exit
and that is on to a country lane frequented by heavy farm traffic. There have been no improvements
to the infrastructure of the town which already struggles under the pressure of the current population
and no changes have been made to alleviate the original accepted objections. I feel the site is
inappropriate for the following reasons: 1. Schools at capacity and little or no room to build further
classrooms unless use is made of play areas. Giving a school an extra play area does not help to pay
for extra accommodation. 2. Dentists/Doctors – appointments can often be at least two weeks in the
future. 3. Water/sewage – the southern end of Easingwold suffers from flooding in prolonged heavy
rain and the sewers overflow. It is also stated in the report that the northern boundary is subject to
flooding which will only worsen when the fields are covered by roads and housing plots. 4. Access to
the town from the proposed site in most cases will require transport – Easingwold already suffers from
a parking problem. 5. The site lies within a Radon contaminated area and therefore could be a threat
to the health homeowners as a cause of lung cancer. 6. The proposed area is a Greenfield site –
looking to the future post Brexit, this country will require all the land it can acquire to grow food for a
burgeoning population. 7. This site is in a highly sensitive location, where harm caused by development
cannot be mitigated. 8. The site has poor access to leisure or recreational activities. A car will be
required for doctor and dentist appointments and for accessing shopping facilities thus increasing the
volume of traffic in the town. 9. Easingwold has already exceeded the government requirement for
extra housing in this area. Could you please tell me why [REDACTED] garden has been incorporated
within the plan (northern end of the site, part of the central southern boundary)?
Comment by

Mr Geoff Ellis (1225771)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1039
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Geoff Ellis_redacted LPreg19-1038.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Easingwold, in recent years are having/had a disproportionate amount of new development & because
of the high cost of houses are not producing many younger people into the community, coupled with
a limited number of employment opportunities, with a very limited range of goods to purchase & with
small retail sales area, without a fuel station it is no surprise that 73% of town residents are over 50
years old. All the local rural settlements in the area need much lower priced houses to be built to help
keep the younger generation in the villages to protect and sustain village life. Therefore, I support the
Employment Site 2.55ha at Shires Bridge Business Park, and site E/041/016 development land 125
houses rear of primary school, I object to all other sites offered by landowners in the consultation plan
because of the limited highway network, limited car parking & lack of retail outlets, local infrastructure
cannot absorb any further house building in the plan period.
Comment by

Shires Land and Property (Northern) Limited (Mr
David Willis - 1225637)

Comment ID

LPreg19-300

Response Date

17/09/19 10:42
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Consultation Point

EAS 2: Shires Bridge Mill, Easingwold (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.3

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The allocation of site EAS 2, to meet the need to provide 77.6 hectares of employment land in the
district in the Plan period, is supported. The site is available and developable. The site is accessed
from the A19 and is in line with the York, North Yorkshire and East Riding Local Enterprise Partnership’s
Economic Plan which aims to foster economic growth with an emphasis on developing such growth
along the A1M/ A19 growth corridor. It also supports the spatial vision of the PDLP which is based on
directing growth to market towns and along transport corridors. Allocation of EAS 2 accords with both
these objectives. EAS 2 adjoins the Shires Bridge Business Park (‘SBBP’), which is in the same
ownership as EAS 2. SBBP has been developed by its owners and has a track record of providing
good quality premises to meet market demand both for businesses looking to relocate and to grow.
Since reserved matters approval was granted for SBBP in 2009 it has grown rapidly and now provides
3700 m2 of B1, B2, B8 of employment floor space in 26 new-build units. A further 1000 m2 of new
building floor space is being progressed and 1350 m2 of storage is also provided. This is in addition
to the 2300 m2 of employment floor space created by conversion of the redundant former mill building.
This has necessitated considerable investment in infrastructure which will also be available to serve
EAS 2. This includes the provision of access roads from the A19 to link to the proposed allocation site
through SBBP as well as the provision of 3 phase electricity, upgraded mains water supply and high
speed fibre connection to SBBP. Detailed work has already been carried out to ensure that the
development of EAS 2 is deliverable. The following have been prepared for the EAS 2: Flood Risk
Assessment and Drainage Strategy, Transport Assessment, Ecological Appraisal and further survey
work, Preliminary Site Layout Plan. These have confirmed that the EAS 2 can be developed for
employment use in a sustainable manner and can be integrated with the existing business park and
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more generally within the surrounding environment and buildings. LANDSCAPE: The site lies to the
west of the existing business park and the existing estate road will provide access to it. It is largely
screened from view from the A19 by the original Mill building and the units on the newly developed
business park. The site has mature hedgerows with hedgerow trees on two sides (South and West)
which would be retained and a buffer zone is proposed along boundaries giving the opportunity to
strengthen planting with areas of mixed broad leaved species planting to assist with integration of the
site into the wider landscape. Additional landscaped areas will benefit from shrubs, and also as
appropriate, hedging of native species, namely hawthorn, blackthorn, field maple and dog rose. This
will enable the development to provide a pleasant high quality working environment. DESIGN: The
light industrial characteristics of the existing buildings on SBBP will inform the proposed development
and materials to be used. New buildings are likely to reflect those on the existing business park, with
proposed use of matching contemporary horizontal cladding of mid grey shading, and dark grey accent
colours, finished with selected areas of high quality vertical cedar board detailing, will match and
complement neighbouring units. This pallet of colours, along with walling of local red brick, continues
to reflect the semi-rural setting, and present a high quality image whilst blending in with the existing
buildings, and existing and proposed softened landscaped areas. LAYOUT: An indicative layout is
attached to this submission which shows how the new work units can be provided with an excellent
level of vehicular access from proposed site roads, together with proposed parking for staff, visitors,
and disabled bays at the units’ frontage. The layout enables inclusion of units of varying sizes to meet
the needs of a range of businesses, providing both “nursery” or “incubator” units as well as larger
premises to meet the needs of a range of businesses. Many of the existing occupiers of SBBP started
in these smaller units but as their businesses have grown they have expanded to take more floorspace.
ACCESS: A Transport Assessment prepared by MET Engineers concludes that the development
proposed by this application can use the existing access to York Road from SBBP and that the visibility
and anticipated flows are such that satisfactory access can be provided. It also includes a Travel Plan
and highlights the availability of bus stops both northbound and southbound approximately 100m to
the north of the site entrance and identifies ways in which to encourage use of public transport. FLOOD
RISK AND DRAINAGE ISSUES: A Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy Report prepared
by MET Engineers establishes that with the exception of a very small part of the site along its northern
boundary the site lies within Flood Zone 1 and so is suitable for the development proposed. All new
building will be located within Flood Zone 1 and floor level heights are recommended in the Report.
In terms of drainage, foul water from the site will discharge to an on-site treatment plant. Surface water
cannot be discharged to soakaways but instead to Shires Beck through an existing 300mm drain.
However, it will be regulated to ensure that the proposal does not increase flows, even taking into
account climate change. Attenuation is to be by means of an open pond of suitable capacity. ECOLOGY:
Reports have been prepared by Quants Environmental. These conclude that the site comprises
principally improved grassland which is not considered to be of significant ecological value. They
recommend that the surrounding hedgerows with hedgerow trees should be retained as part of the
scheme and the provision of appropriate buffer zones/ planting (incorporating native species). Further
survey work will, however, be required and any detailed scheme will incorporate such mitigation
measures as may be required. CONTAMINATION: A desktop study had been undertaken which
suggests further investigation of a mounded area along the eastern boundary of the site (which contains
a mixture of topsoil and subsoil from earlier ground works). Contamination is not anticipated but any
recommended remediation measures will be undertaken. HERITAGE: A search of the National Record
of the Historic Environment has not revealed any heritage interest in the site or in land or buildings
surrounding. The proposal will thus not affect any designated or non-designated heritage assets.
However, it is noted that an archaeological assessment will be required. OTHER MATTERS: No issues
with regard to utility provision are anticipated in view of the recent work undertaken with regard to
SBBP but it is noted that the development requirements for EAS 2 suggest early consultation with
Northern Gas Network and the relevant water authority. The location of the site within a minerals
safeguarding area will not prevent development of EAS 2 and has not prevented development of SBBP.
EAS 2 is: • suitable for allocation; • available; • deliverable; Allocation of EAS 2 to meet the future
employment needs of the district is thus considered sound: positively prepared, effective, justified and
consistent with national policy. It is also considered to be legally compliant.
Comment by

Barber Titleys ( Tim Axe - 1027332)

Comment ID

LPreg19-481
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The allocation of site EAS 2 in Easingwold is particularly welcomed. It builds on the strategic approach
of Policy S3 as it will not only serve and support the market town but its location also ensures that it
has direct access off the A19. It will have an important role to play in meeting the needs of Easingwold
and its hinterland over the plan period. It will also ensure that there is enough land available close to
Easingwold to provide the choice required to retain existing business within the District, enable new
businesses to grow and also to be able to attract inward investment and relocation to within the District.
EAS 2 meets this need and it is clear from the rapid development of the Shires Bridge Business Park,
which is in the same ownership of EAS 2 which it abuts, that there is significant demand for quality
employment units in this location and that EAS 2 will be both attractive and able to satisfy a range of
business needs from start-ups to established businesses of varying sizes. Policy S3 is thus considered
sound: positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy. It is also considered
to be legally compliant EAS 2 adjoins the Shires Bridge Business Park (‘SBBP’), which is in the same
ownership as EAS 2. SBBP has been developed by its owners and has a track record of providing
good quality premises to meet market demand both for businesses looking to relocate and to grow.
Since reserved matters approval was granted for SBBP in 2009 it has grown rapidly and now provides
3700 m2 of B1, B2, B8 of employment floor space in 26 new-build units. A further 1000 m2 of new
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building floor space is being progressed and 1350 m2 of storage is also provided. This is in addition
to the 2300 m2 of employment floor space created by conversion of the redundant former mill building.
This has necessitated considerable investment in infrastructure which will also be available to serve
EAS 2. This includes the provision of access roads from the A19 to link to the proposed allocation site
through SBBP as well as the provision of 3 phase electricity, upgraded mains water supply and high
speed fibre connection to SBBP. Detailed work has already been carried out to ensure that the
development of EAS 2 is deliverable. The following have been prepared for the EAS 2: Flood Risk
Assessment and Drainage Strategy, Transport Assessment, Ecological Appraisal and further survey
work, Preliminary Site Layout Plan. These have confirmed that the EAS 2 can be developed for
employment use in a sustainable manner and can be integrated with the existing business park and
more generally within the surrounding environment and buildings. LANDSCAPE: The site lies to the
west of the existing business park and the existing estate road will provide access to it. It is largely
screened from view from the A19 by the original Mill building and the units on the newly developed
business park. The site has mature hedgerows with hedgerow trees on two sides (South and West)
which would be retained and a buffer zone is proposed along boundaries giving the opportunity to
strengthen planting with areas of mixed broad leaved species planting to assist with integration of the
site into the wider landscape. Additional landscaped areas will benefit from shrubs, and also as
appropriate, hedging of native species, namely hawthorn, blackthorn, field maple and dog rose. This
will enable the development to provide a pleasant high quality working environment. DESIGN: The
light industrial characteristics of the existing buildings on SBBP will inform the proposed development
and materials to be used. New buildings are likely to reflect those on the existing business park, with
proposed use of matching contemporary horizontal cladding of mid grey shading, and dark grey accent
colours, finished with selected areas of high quality vertical cedar board detailing, will match and
complement neighbouring units. This pallet of colours, along with walling of local red brick, continues
to reflect the semi-rural setting, and present a high quality image whilst blending in with the existing
buildings, and existing and proposed softened landscaped areas. LAYOUT: An indicative layout is
attached to this submission [not submitted] which shows how the new work units can be provided with
an excellent level of vehicular access from proposed site roads, together with proposed parking for
staff, visitors, and disabled bays at the units’ frontage. The layout enables inclusion of units of varying
sizes to meet the needs of a range of businesses, providing both “nursery” or “incubator” units as well
as larger premises to meet the needs of a range of businesses. Many of the existing occupiers of
SBBP started in these smaller units but as their businesses have grown they have expanded to take
more floorspace. ACCESS: A Transport Assessment prepared by MET Engineers concludes that the
development proposed by this application can use the existing access to York Road from SBBP and
that the visibility and anticipated flows are such that satisfactory access can be provided. It also includes
a Travel Plan and highlights the availability of bus stops both northbound and southbound approximately
100m to the north of the site entrance and identifies ways in which to encourage use of public transport.
FLOOD RISK AND DRAINAGE ISSUES: A Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy Report
prepared by MET Engineers establishes that with the exception of a very small part of the site along
its northern boundary the site lies within Flood Zone 1 and so is suitable for the development proposed.
All new building will be located within Flood Zone 1 and floor level heights are recommended in the
Report. In terms of drainage, foul water from the site will discharge to an on-site treatment plant.
Surface water cannot be discharged to soakaways but instead to Shires Beck through an existing
300mm drain. However, it will be regulated to ensure that the proposal does not increase flows, even
taking into account climate change. Attenuation is to be by means of an open pond of suitable capacity.
ECOLOGY: Reports have been prepared by Quants Environmental. These conclude that the site
comprises principally improved grassland which is not considered to be of significant ecological value.
They recommend that the surrounding hedgerows with hedgerow trees should be retained as part of
the scheme and the provision of appropriate buffer zones/ planting (incorporating native species).
Further survey work will, however, be required and any detailed scheme will incorporate such mitigation
measures as may be required. CONTAMINATION: A desktop study had been undertaken which
suggests further investigation of a mounded area along the eastern boundary of the site (which contains
a mixture of topsoil and subsoil from earlier ground works). Contamination is not anticipated but any
recommended remediation measures will be undertaken. HERITAGE: A search of the National Record
of the Historic Environment has not revealed any heritage interest in the site or in land or buildings
surrounding. The proposal will thus not affect any designated or non-designated heritage assets.
However, it is noted that an archaeological assessment will be required. OTHER MATTERS: No issues
with regard to utility provision are anticipated in view of the recent work undertaken with regard to
SBBP but it is noted that the development requirements for EAS 2 suggest early consultation with
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Northern Gas Network and the relevant water authority. The location of the site within a minerals
safeguarding area will not prevent development of EAS 2 and has not prevented development of SBBP.
EAS 2 is: suitable for allocation; available; deliverable; Allocation of EAS 2 to meet the future
employment needs of the district is thus considered sound: positively prepared, effective, justified and
consistent with national policy. It is also considered to be legally compliant
Comment by

Easingwold Town Council (Mrs J Bentley - 1025359)
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2019-09-17 Easingwold Town Council
LPreg19-656_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Employment Land: [See full rep for quantum of development by settlement] In recognising HDC’s
Housing and Employment Development Needs Assessment (2018) (HEDNA), ETC are concerned
that the incremental provision being envisaged for Easingwold is inadequate and could be described
as virtually nil! We are unable to equate the sole allocation EAS2: Shires Bridge Mill, Easingwold 2.55
hectares with having an adequate supply of local jobs, especially when faced with 25% dwelling growth
between 2017 and 2022. It is not acceptable that employment land in Easingwold be frozen to this
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single expansion place until 2035. Whilst recognising the value of Leeming Bar and Dalton as epicentres
for growth, they are many miles away from Easingwold, with no connectivity and are unlikely to add
much to the viability of Easingwold as a town, albeit they satisfy the district-wide criteria.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)
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Historic England App B.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Huby Old Hall, to the south of this site, is a Grade II Listed Building. The Heritage Background Paper
considers that the development of this site will harm elements which contribute to the significance of
this assets and sets out a number of mitigation measures to reduce that harm. The Development
Requirements relating to ‘Heritage’ and ‘Design’ reflect these recommendations and will help to ensure
that any development on this site conserves the elements which contribute to the significance of these
assets.
Comment by

Historic England (Mr Ian Smith - 1025458)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Huby Old Hall, to the south of this site, is a Grade II Listed Building. The Heritage Background Paper
considers that the development of this site will harm elements which contribute to the significance of
this assets and sets out a number of mitigation measures to reduce that harm. The Development
Requirements relating to ‘Heritage’ and ‘Design’ reflect these recommendations and will help to ensure
that any development on this site conserves the elements which contribute to the significance of these
assets.
Comment by

Runway Investments Ltd (Mr Graham Hall - 1119679)
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2019-09-17 Runway Investments Ltd_redacted
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
These representations have been prepared to support the draft allocation of Site Allocation ‘HUB 1:
South of Stillington Road, Huby for residential development and to reiterate the strong commitment to
pursuing a planning application on the site by Runway Investments Limited who have an option to
purchase the site. The intention is to bring the site forward for development in the 0-5 year period. The
allocation of the site within the Publication Draft Local Plan is supported, given that it is a highly
sustainable, deliverable and developable site which respects the existing character and form of
development within the village and would form a natural extension of the village envelope adjacent to
Stillington Road. Our client fully supports this allocation and is in a strong position to help bring forward
the site for development. Huby is identified as a Service Village and is a focus for housing development
within the rural area of the District, to the South East of Easingwold. The development of the site offers
the potential to make a significant contribution to housing numbers and is of a size that allows for a
mix of housing, that responds to local housing needs, including affordable housing. Allocating site
allocation ‘HUB 1: South of Stillington Road, Huby’ for residential development is considered an entirely
sound and justified allocation, that aligns with Local and National planning objectives: • Huby is identified
as a Service Village under emerging policy S3. It is therefore a sustainable location and should be a
focus for housing development. • The position of Huby within the settlement hierarchy reflects the
range of services available within the village and is considered a sustainable location which can support
the level of growth that would be expected to come from the development of the site • The site is well
connected to the built form of development at the eastern edge of the village and would form a natural
extension adjacent to Stillington Road, without any significant effects on the character of the surrounding
area. • The site boundaries are well defined with existing landscape features, built development and
Stillington Road to the north. As such, the development of the site would have no significant harmful
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visual or landscape impacts upon the character of the countryside which surrounds the village. • The
scale of development accommodated by the site would provide support for existing services and
facilities in the area and which are important for the wider sustainability of the community. • The
development of the site offers the potential to make a significant contribution to housing numbers in
this part of the district and would help provide much needed affordable housing. • The site would not
result in any significant adverse impacts that would not be outweighed by the benefits of a good quality
housing scheme that includes affordable housing and a range of house types that responds to local
needs. • The site can be brought forward with improvements to cycle and pedestrian links to ensure
the proper integration of the site and the connectivity of development to the existing highway network.
• The site can also be developed to retain important landscape features, including existing mature
trees adjacent to Stillington Road to the north of the site. This helps to preserve the character and
visual amenity of the area and retains natural habitat. The proposed allocation of the site is consistent
with national planning policy relating to the allocation of small and medium sites. The approach to such
sites is reflected in paragraph 68 of the NPPF which states ‘Small and medium sized sites can make
an important contribution to meeting the housing requirement of an area, and are often built-out relatively
quickly’. Deliverability Runway Investments (previously under the name of Yorkshire Sheeting Supplies
Ltd.) have previously made representations to earlier stages of consultation on the emerging plan,
including the Council’s request for ‘Viability and Deliverability’ information in Spring 2017. These
representations remain relevant and valid. On behalf of Runway Investments Limited, we can confirm
that the landowners remain extremely keen to deliver the site for housing and there has been no
significant change in circumstances since earlier rounds of consultation which would render the site
undeliverable. Runway Investments Limited, benefit from a live option to purchase the site and are
actively involved in promoting the site via the local plan process. The Viability Assessment submitted
in Spring 2017 confirms that the site is viable and deliverable for residential development. Whilst
accepting the need for some site improvements (including creation of the site access), it is unlikely
that there would be any significant abnormal costs that would threaten the viability of the site coming
forward for housing. The site is greenfield in nature, with low potential for contamination and occupies
an edge of settlement location with good potential for connections with existing infrastructure. Concluding
Remarks We therefore submit, on behalf of Runway Investments Limited, that the site ‘HUB 1: South
of Stillington Road, Huby’ is suitable, available and deliverable and should be allocated for 28 homes
to ensure the identified housing requirements of the District can be met. At the same time, we support
the Council’s housing delivery strategy and spatial distribution which allows for new development in a
location that would support existing services and facilities and ensure a sustainable pattern of
development consistent with the Framework. Having regard to the above, and with specific reference
to proposed allocation of ‘HUB 1: South of Stillington Road, Huby’ we find that the Plan has been
positively prepared and is justified, effective and consistent with national planning policy. We therefore
support the proposed allocation of site ‘HUB 1’ and find that Policies S3 ’Strategic Distribution’ and
HG1 ‘Housing Delivery’ which support the allocation, to be sound on the basis that they meet the
relevant tests of soundness.
Comment by

Daniel Gath Homes (Mr Daniel Gath - 1025314)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
These representations have been prepared to support the draft allocation of Site Allocation ‘STI 1:
North of Stillington Social Club, Stillington’ for residential development and to reiterate the strong
commitment to pursuing a planning application on the site by Daniel Gath Homes, with the intention
of bringing the site forward for development in the 0-5 year period. The allocation of the site for inclusion
within the Local Plan is supported, given that it is a highly sustainable, deliverable and developable
site which respects the existing character and form of development within the village without
unacceptably extending into open countryside. Our client fully supports this allocation and is in a strong
position to bring forward the site for development. Stillington is identified as a Service Village and is a
focus for housing development to the east of Easingwold. The development of the site offers the
potential to make a significant contribution to housing numbers in this part of the district and would
help provide affordable housing and meet housing needs in a sustainable rural location. Allocating
Site Allocation STI 1: North of Stillington Social Club, Stillington for residential development is considered
an entirely sound and justified allocation, that aligns with Local and National planning objectives: •
Stillington is identified as a Service Village and is a focus for housing development. Its position within
the settlement hierarchy reflects the range of services available within the village and is considered a
sustainable location which can support the level of growth that would come from the development of
the site • The site itself is well connected to the built form of development and, with the existing social
club to the immediate south, development of the site would form a natural infill to the village (being
bound on four sides by existing development). As such, the development of the site would have no
significant harmful visual or landscape impacts upon the character of the countryside which surrounds
the village. • The scale of development accommodated by the site would support existing services and
facilities in the area and which are important for the wider sustainability of the community. • The
development of the site offers the potential to make a significant contribution to housing numbers in
this part of the district and would help provide much needed affordable housing. • The site would not
result in any significant adverse impacts that would not be outweighed by the benefits of a good quality
housing scheme that includes that includes a range of house types and affordable housing, designed
to meet local needs. • Development of the site would provide a useful and much needed footpath link
to the sports and social club which is a significant benefit arising from the site’s development. In addition
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to the above benefits, the allocation of the site will support a small and medium housebuilder and help
reverse previous trends of relying on volume housebuilders to deliver new homes which have contributed
to the housing crisis. This is just as significant for Hambleton as it is for any other area. The development
of the site by Daniel Gath Homes is therefore in accordance with advice within the Housing White
Paper ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ which recognises the importance of SME housebuilders who
can deliver housing quickly. The approach is also reflected in paragraph 68 of the NPPF which states
‘Small and medium sized sites can make an important contribution to meeting the housing requirement
of an area, and are often built-out relatively quickly’. As such, the allocation is consistent with national
policy advice and has the backing of the majority of local residents and the local Parish Council, on
the evidence of previous consultation on the emerging Plan. A further benefit of SME housebuilders
is they typically use many district-wide consultants and suppliers for securing sites and achieving
planning permissions. SME’s, including Daniel Gath Homes, will also seek to employ local people form
the area for the construction stages of development and in doing so will create local employment
opportunities and provide a boost the local economy. Currently, the Council are not insisting on local
employment clauses as part of larger developments by national housebuilders to secure such local
investment. Deliverability Daniel Gath Homes have previously made representations on behalf of the
landowners in response to earlier stages of consultation, including the Council’s request for ‘Viability
and Deliverability’ information in Spring 2017 and representations to the Preferred Options in 2018.
These representations remain relevant and valid. On behalf of Daniel Gath Homes, we can confirm
that the landowners remain extremely keen to deliver the site for housing and there has been no
significant change in circumstances since the earlier rounds of consultation on the emerging Plan.
Daniel Gath Homes benefit from a live option to purchase the site and are actively involved in promoting
the site via the local plan process. Daniel Gath Homes has commissioned architectural drawings,
technical reports and other preparatory work necessary to ready the site for development. The Viability
Assessment submitted in Spring 2017 confirms that the site is viable and deliverable for residential
development. Although this assessment was provided on the basis of circa 36 dwellings, including 11
on-site affordable units, the proposed allocation for 35 dwellings would not be significant enough to
impact upon viability. Whilst accepting the need for some site improvements (including the creation of
the site access), it is unlikely that there would be abnormal costs at a level that would threaten the
viability of the site coming forward for housing development. The site is greenfield in nature, with low
potential for contamination and occupies an edge of settlement location with good potential for
connections with existing infrastructure.
Comment by

Stokesley Councillor (Cllr Bryn Griffiths - 1217784)
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2019-09-17 Cllr Griffiths_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Please can you confirm if the two fields adjacent to the Roman Catholic Church, Tanton Road , Stokesley
have previously been considered for inclusion in the New LDF plan for residential housing. I question
if sufficient weight has been given to including these fields in the allocation proposed for Stokesley.
Comment by

The Crathorne Estate ( The Crathorne Estate 1047150)

Comment ID

LPreg19-911

Response Date

17/09/19 09:37

Consultation Point

14 Stokesley Area (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

19.09.17 - Crathorne Estate_redacted
LPreg19-909.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 178

Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The Council have historically considered the site at Town End Farm as suitable for residential
development (10 dwellings) and conversion as part of their Preferred Options consultation (reference:
S/033/005). The Publication Draft version of the Plan however fails to make any housing allocations
within the village of Crathorne and proposes the removal of the Town End Farm site from the list of
Preferred Options. The Site Selection Methodology (July 2019) provides very brief commentary on
the removal of the site from the Local Plan: Development of the whole site and loss of buildings would
harm the character and appearance of the conservation area. A conversion scheme could be
appropriate, but would reduce the capacity below minimum 10 for allocation.The site currently comprises
an existing range of barns that form an attractive entrance to the southern end of the village of Crathorne.
The barns, whilst in use for storage, require significant investment in order to ensure their long-term
conservation. The restoration and conservation of the listed buildings alone is important and provides
a strong presumption in favour of an appropriate conversion and redevelopment of the site. The site
additionally holds good opportunities to accommodate sensitively designed residential development
around the existing buildings. This new development would be sensitively designed around the existing
barns and respect the heritage value of the area (along with being guided by a Heritage Consultant).
Such development requirements can be secured by the Council through specific criteria attached to
a proposed allocation and the removal of the allocation following the publications of the Council’s
Preferred Options is considered to be unjustified and the Estate therefore wish to object to the absence
of an allocation for Crathorne and specifically an absence of an allocation at the Town End Farm site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Gladman (Mr Craig Barnes - 1025518)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
8.1.1 Further to comments made in relation to the proposed housing requirement, plan period, residual
housing need, and spatial pattern of development, it is clear to Gladman that there is a need for further
sites to be identified at the District’s Main Towns and Service Villages to ensure a full deliverability of
the Local Plan and to meet the tests of soundness. In response, in this Section, Gladman submit three
sites for allocation through the Local Plan.[see also LPreg19-904] 8.3 Land North of the B1365,
Stokesley and Land East of the A172, Stokesley 8.3.1 Gladman is promoting Land North of the B1365,
Stokesley for housing through the Local Plan. The Site is situated to the north north east of the town
and is bounded by the B1365 to Stockton to the south and A172 to Middlesbrough to the east. Strikes
Garden Centre is located to the east of the Site across the A172. Residential areas of Stokesley are
located to the south of the B1365. This includes Land at Tanton Road, Stokesley which is currently
being developed (by Kier) and was previously promoted by Gladman through the planning application
process. The location of the Site relative Stokesley is set out in Figure 4 below.[see attached submission
for figure 4] 8.3.2 Gladman is also promoting Land East of the A172, Stokesley for housing through
the Local Plan. Figure 4 above illustrates the location of the Site relative to Stokesely. The Site is
situated to the north east of the town and east of Strikes Garden Centre.The Site identified in considered
to hold opportunity for development in the long term, and collectively with Land North of the B1365
gives the Council the opportunity to meet future development needs of the town in a strategic and
coherent approach with the potential for new social infrastructure and a well-planned, high quality
urban extension. Stokesley is one of five main towns in the District, siting jointly atop of the settlement
hierarchy.The town features a wide range of shops and services, this includes food shops, a pharmacy,
post office, a bank, a library, health centre, nurseries, primary school, secondary school, and leisure
centre, and functions as the principle service centre for the northern part of the District. A large
employment area is located to the south of the town. The town is also accessible via bus to a broader
range of shops, services, and sources of employment available in the Teesside Conurbation located
some 6 miles to the north. 8.3.4 Gladman consider that the range and accessibility of these services
and facilities means that development at the Site would not promote or be reliant on car usage, and
as such is consistent with the NPPF and Local Plan in this regard. As set out in Section 3, Gladman
consider that, with existing allocations and commitments, there is a shortfall of 145 dwellings arising
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in Stokesley which should be accounted for through additional allocation(s) at the settlement to ensure
the full delivery of the Local Plan. 8.3.6 The future growth of Stokesley is heavily affected by flood risk
with areas constrained to the east, south and west. National policy requires avoidance of residential
development in Flood Zone 2 and 3 as far as practicable. Open land in the east of the settlement holds
recreation value, and regularly hosts events. Stokesley is tightly hugged by its by-pass as provided
by the A172 serving as a strong physical boundary to the town (with the exception of development
along Station Road As such, given the need for further allocations and the absence of reasonable
alternatives, including brownfield land, the District Council face the stark reality that the future
development needs of Stokesley will need to jump this man-made and arbitrary boundary to the
settlement. 8.3.8 Gladman consider that Land North of the B1365 (and east of the A172) provides the
most suitable and logical location to secure this, which would be unaffected by Flood Risk. This area
is located in close proximity to residential development, with opportunity for pedestrian links across
the B1365 provided via Tanton Road and Meadowfield. The development of this area would provide
a suitable extension of the urban form northwards, respecting the existing pattern of development
mindful of the town’s constraints. Gladman is promoting Land North of the B1365 for up to 110 dwellings
and is committed to achieving full policy compliance on the Site. A suitable scheme is being drawn up
to ensure that the Site could be developed sensitively providing a new setting and character to the
town when viewed from the north. Land east of A172 provides a longer term opportunity for residential
development, providing strategic focus to respond to the future development needs of the town and
wider sub area. Gladman can confirm that the both sites are available now and if allocated would be
delivered over this plan period and beyond. 8.3.11 For the reasons set out above, Gladman submit
that the sites should be allocated for housing through the Local Plan.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 181

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Site S/142/017 Site S/142/017 was identified by the Council as a Preferred Housing Site in the POHLP
with a notional capacity of 20 dwellings. In the Site Selection Methodology (July 2019) the Council
state: “Planning application pending a decision – site may be developed without an allocation”. Whilst
the Council may be suggesting above that an allocation is not required as they consider the site will
be developed for housing, this is not supported by the fact that the site is retained as open countryside
on the Policies Map. Furthermore, the planning application referred to by the Council (HDC Ref:
17/00877/FUL) submitted by McCarthy and Stone is not currently a commitment and is for a C2 use
which may be justified under the Council’s open countryside policy in a way which C3 housing would
not. We therefore submit that the site (potentially alongside an additional area of land to its immediate
south – see later) should be allocated for housing by the Local Plan early in the plan period. In identifying
the site as a Preferred Housing Site in the POHLP, and considering the evidence which supported
that decision, the Council clearly accept that it is suitable in principle. The site represents an entirely
logical location for housing allocation recognising: On 25th April 2016 the Council granted planning
permission (HDC Ref: 14/002578/OUT) for 25 dwellings immediately to the west at Site S/142/016
(see later) thereby fully endorsing the principle of housing development at this location – indeed site
S/142/017 is even closer to the main urban area and core of Stokesley to the east; In the Allocations
DPD the selected strategy for Stokesley is to focus housing development to the west. Site S/142/017
clearly supports that selected strategy which has already been considered sound by Inspectors; The
Council allocated Site SH1 and has subsequently granted planning permission which is successfully
under construction and occupation immediately to the north, again endorsing this location as suitable
for housing development; Site S/142/017 adjoins the existing urban area to the east; The site is located
entirely within flood zone 1; Access can be achieved from Westlands via the newly constructed
roundabout and through Site S/142/016. Both Sites S/142/016 and 017 are owned and controlled by
our client; The site performs well in the Sustainability Appraisal and Stokesley Site Assessments (July
2019) (the SA) and better than STK1 with fewer constraints; The site is available now; The site is
deliverable and viable. As such, Site S/142/017 clearly represents an entirely suitable and deliverable
location for housing development, recognising the Council’s own grant of planning permissions for
housing development to its immediate northern and western boundaries and existing housing
development at its east. The site effectively reads as an ‘infill’ development parcel. Turning now to the
Council’s evidence base, in our view this clearly supports the housing allocation of the site ahead of
the allocation of STK1. The NPPF is clear that in order to be justified, plans should represent an
appropriate strategy, taking into account the alternatives, and based upon proportionate evidence. A
comparative analysis of the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal and Stokesley Site Assessments (July
2019) (‘the SA’) (see Appendix 1 to these representations) clearly demonstrates that Site S/142/017
performs better than STK1 (S/142/023b) against the sustainability Objectives.The SA provides fourteen
Sustainability Assessment Objectives. Table 1 below illustrates the Council’s own SA scoring of
S/142/017 compared to that of STK1 (S/142/023b): Table 1: Comparison of SA performance between
S/142/017 and STK1 (S/142/023b) [See full representation for table] The results clearly show that that
S/142/017 performs better than S/142/023b (STK1); the latter scoring three red scores in SA Objectives
5 (providing a good quality built environment) whereas S/142/017 scores green, Objective 7 (air quality
and climate change) whereas S/142/17 scores amber. Both sites score red for Objective 9 (accessibility),
however STK1 is clearly more distant from the core of Stokesley (as recognised by the SA itself – see
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later) and its jobs, shops and services. Moreover, as explained above, the Council has fully endorsed
housing development in the immediate vicinity of S/142/017 through the grant of planning permissions
to the immediate north and west. It is therefore entirely illogical, on the Council’s own terms, to reject
the housing allocation of S/142/017 on accessibility grounds. Whilst the Council has accepted that
SH2 is suitable for housing, the remainder of STK1 is located further north into the open countryside
and more distant from Stokesley. It does not automatically follow that because SH2 is considered
accessible by the Council that the remainder of STK1 must also. Furthermore, with reference to
Appendix 1, when a comparative analysis is undertaken of the full subcategories within the SA
Objectives, S/142/017 scores 9 reds compared to STK1 which scores 14 reds (STK1 scores more
reds than S/142/015, 016 and 017). STK1 is therefore clearly a more constrained site which results in
significantly greater harm. Turning to the ‘Summary of Sustainability Appraisal’ conclusions, for
S/142/017 the Council states: “This is a greenfield site located to the west of the settlement of Stokesley
located between the existing Riverslea/Riverdene estate and White House Farm. The site has poor
overall accessibility. The site performs adequately against the sustainability objectives but there are
some issues that need addressing”. The accessibility point is addressed above. We do not accept that
the accessibility of S/142/017 is “poor”. Nevertheless we repeat that the Council has already granted
planning permission for housing, encompassing the site to its immediate northern and western
boundaries, where accessibility was considered acceptable. In light of this, the evidence of the SA
clearly supports that S/142/017 is an acceptable site for housing allocation. Contrasting this to the
Summary of Sustainability Appraisal conclusion for STK1, the Council state: “This is a greenfield site
located to the north east of settlement of Stokesley largely separate from the residential core of the
town. The site is in a highly sensitive location where harm to the environment in terms of settlement
form and character could not be mitigate. This site is in a location vulnerable to flood risk as part of
the wider site S/14/023 but this risk is minimised through this revised site area. The site has poor
overall accessibility but is in a location where housing delivery is anticipated through the existing
allocation SH2. Whilst the site performs poorly against sustainability objectives five, seven and nine
with mitigation and reflecting the development already planned the site performs adequately against
the sustainability objectives but there are some issues that need addressing”. (Our emphasis) Based
upon a location where the Council’s own evidence concludes that the site is remote from the residential
core of the town, is in a highly sensitive location were the harm to the environment in terms of the
settlement form and character cannot be mitigated, has poor accessibility and is vulnerable to flood
risk (albeit this may be avoided through layout), the evidence clearly does not support the allocation
of STK1 ahead of S/142/17. The allocation of STK1 ahead of S/142/017 is therefore not justified based
upon the Council’s own evidence. Accordingly we submit that Site S/142/017 should be identified as
a Site Allocation for approximately 20 dwellings by the Local Plan to be delivered in the first phase of
the plan period and the development limits drawn to encompass the site. Finally, we would bring to
the Council’s attention that work undertaken by our client’s flood risk consultant JBA who have been
in dialogue with the Environment Agency in relation to the planned improvements to the Stokesley
flood defence scheme, have indicated that an additional area (the brown triangle) shown on the plan
below immediately to the south of S/142/17 would be defended once the works are implemented (within
the plan period). We request that the Council gives consideration to extending the allocation of S/142/17
to take into account this land with policy making clear it could only be developed once the flood defence
improvements are implemented. This submission is made entirely without prejudice to the allocation
of S/142/017. [See full representation for flood map] Site S/142/016 Site S/142/016 is allocated for
development by Policy SE2 of the Allocations DPD and falls within the defined development limits. It
has therefore already been endorsed as a suitable location for new development in principle through
the planmaking process. It was identified as a Preferred Housing Site by the Council in the POHLP
with a notional capacity of 25 dwellings. The Council will also be aware that it granted outline planning
permission (HDC Ref: 14/02578/OUT) for the construction of 25 dwellings at the site on the 25th April
2016. In doing so, the Council inherently endorsed the principle of housing development at the site.
Indeed the 25 dwellings granted planning permission already fall within the Council’s committed housing
land supply for Stokesley [see SHLAA 2018 Annex 3]. In turn, this informs the residual requirement
to allocate land in Stokesley such that the plan is already based upon 25 dwellings being delivered at
the site in years 2021/22/23. It is noted that the outline planning permission for the site expired on 25th
April 2019, however the sole reason for this is because the level of affordable housing attached to the
permission (36%) has proven to be economically unviable and a deterrent to house builders. Importantly,
at a 30% affordable housing contribution now advocated by the PDHLP (Policy HG3) based upon uptodate Local Plan viability testing, the delivery of the site is considered viable. To this end our client
can hereby confirm that a new planning application for the construction of 25 dwellings at the site will
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be submitted imminently. We can also confirm that a preferred high quality house builder has been
selected who would deliver the site in the shortterm (i.e. well within the next 5 years). Therefore whilst
the previous planning permission has lapsed due to affordable housing viability, the site is counted as
a ‘commitment’ within the Council’s housing land supply calculation as confirmed by the SHLAA and
has such informed the residual requirement to allocate in Stokesley. If the site were not to come forward
then it follows that there would be a residual need to allocate a further 25 dwellings in Stokesley to
make good the shortfall. In the Site Selection Methodology (July 2019) the Council state: “Principle of
development established through outline planning permission. Can be developed without allocation”.
At the current time this is technically not the case so to rectify this situation in practical terms we submit
that the site should now be allocated for approx. 25 dwellings in the Local Plan to be delivered early
in the plan period. Turning to the evidence base, Table 2 below compares the Council’s SA assessment
of S/142/016 compared to STK1 (S/142/023b): Table 2: Comparison of SA performance between
S/142/016 and STK1 (S/142/023b) [See full representation for table] The results clearly show that that
S/142/016 performs better than S/142/023b (STK1); the latter scoring three red scores compared to
only one red score for S/142/016 in Objective 9 (accessibility). STK1 also scores reds for Objective 5
(providing a good quality built environment) and Objective 7 (air quality and climate change) whereas
S/142/016 scores green for both of these Objectives. In terms of Objective 9, we again dispute that
S/142/016 has “poor” accessibility and note that STK1 is clearly more distant from the core of Stokesley
and its jobs, shops and services. Nevertheless, as explained above, the Council has granted planning
permission for 25 dwellings at S/142/016 and therefore clearly accepts that it is a suitable location for
housing in principle. It would therefore be entirely illogical, on the Council’s own terms, to discount
S/142/016 for housing allocation on accessibility grounds (its sole red score). Furthermore, with
reference to Appendix 1, when a comparative analysis is undertaken of the full subcategories within
the SA Objectives, S/142/016 scores 21 greens and 8 reds compared to fewer greens and 14 reds at
STK1. Turning to the Council’s ‘Summary of Sustainability Appraisal’ comments, for S/142/016 the
Council states: “This is a brownfield site located to the west of the settlement of Stokesley.
Redevelopment of the site could be achieved without harm to the character and appearance of the
area but the site has poor overall accessibility. The site performs adequately against the sustainability
objectives but there are some issues that need addressing.” Given the Council’s previous grant of
planning permission for 25 dwellings at the site and that it is already counted as a ‘commitment’ within
the housing land supply calculation for Stokesley (the stated reason given by the Council as to why it
is not allocated), we submit that Site S/142/016 should be identified as a Site Allocation for 25 dwellings
by the Local Plan to be delivered in the first phase and the development limits drawn to encompass
the site. S/142/015 represents a logical development in its own right and also alongside Site S/142/017
(see above). Site S/142/015 Site S/142/015 was identified by the Council as a Preferred Housing Site
in the POHLP with a notional capacity of 40 dwellings. In the PDHLP the site is not identified as a Site
Allocation and again there is no clear explanation by the Council on why the site was rejected in favour
of STK1. It is shown as open countryside adjoining the built up area. We object to this and submit that
the site should be allocated for housing development. In the Site Selection Methodology (2019) the
Council suggest that the site forms open space/landscaping for SH1, however there is scope to amend
the treatment to allow the development of the site for 40 dwellings. In identifying the site as a Preferred
Housing Site in the POHLP the Council clearly must accept that it is suitable in principle based upon
the evidence which informed that decision. The site again represents an entirely logical location for
housing development recognising that it continues the strategy of the westward growth of Stokesley
which is endorsed by the Allocations DPD and extends allocation SH1 which is evidently supported
by the Council in the Allocations DPD and its subsequent grants of planning permissions at site. SH1
is a highly successful site being built out and under occupation and S/142/015 would continue that
success. Access to S/142/015 is facilitated through the development layout of SH1. Returning to a
comparative analysis of the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal and Stokesley Site Assessments (July
2019) (‘the SA’) Table 3 again clearly demonstrates that Site S/142/015 performs better than STK1
(S/142/023b) on the Council’s own scoring: Table 3: Comparison of SA performance between S/142/015
and STK1 (S/142/023b) [See full representation for table] S/142/015 again scores fewer reds across
the Objectives. Based upon the subcategories within Objectives, Appendix 1 illustrates that STK1
scores 14 reds against 12 for S/142/015. Again the Council’s own SA evidence does not support the
allocation of STK1 over S/142/015. Accordingly we submit that S/142/015 should also be identified as
a Site Allocation to provide approximately 40 dwellings in the Local Plan. Overall Conclusion Our client
objects to the housing strategy for Stokesley in the PDHLP which is comprised by a single Site Allocation
at STK1 to provide 205 dwellings, because: It is not effective as the Primary Highway Access to serve
STK1 from Westlands must cross land which is controlled by a third party (Northumbrian Land Limited)
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who have confirmed that it is not available. The site is therefore not deliverable; It is not justified as
the Council’s own evidence base confirms that Sites S/142/016, 017 and 015 perform better than STK1
with fewer constraints. Accordingly, we submit that sites S/142/016, 017 and 015 should be allocated
for housing development by the Local Plan ahead of STK1. These sites total 85 dwellings based upon
the Council’s notional capacities albeit 25 of those are already counted as ‘commitments’ (60 dwellings
‘net’). They all perform better than STK1 in the SA with fewer constraints and all represent deliverable
and viable sites. There are no overriding benefits of allocating STK1 ahead of our client’s sites. Our
client therefore also objects to Policy HG1 (e). In order to ensure soundness ahead of submission for
examination, Sites S/142/016, 017 and 015 should be allocated for housing in Stokesley ahead of
STK1. The Policies Map for Stokesley should also to modified accordingly along with any further ‘knock
on’ modifications to the plan. This would resolve our objection. Finally, we would make clear that our
client has no objection to STK1 contributing to longerterm need, however Sites S/142/016, 017 and
015 clearly represent the appropriate strategy for Stokesley, supported by the Council’s own evidence,
and must be allocated to deliver housing in advance of STK1. STK1 will only be deliverable when the
Primary Highway Access land is available. Given our client’s objection, to ensure soundness, Policy
HG1 and the Policies Map must be modified prior to submission to allocate for housing Sites S/142/016,
017 and 015 (and any further consequential implications throughout the plan) ahead of STK1.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Please see supporting documents for full representation text and appendices. This letter is a
representation to the Hambleton Local Plan: Publication Draft, published 30 July 2019. Its primary
purpose is to object to the exclusion of a site previously included as a ‘Preferred Option’. It is submitted
that this exclusion fails to meet all the ‘Tests of Soundness’. In particular, the test that the plan has
been ‘positively prepared,’ since the exclusion fails to sufficiently take into account identified unmet
need, and the test that the plan is ‘justified’, in the sense that it has failed to sufficiently take account
of reasonable alternatives. This letter submits that the inclusion of the ‘North of the Stripe’ housing site
(Ref: STK1), to the exclusion of all others considered under the ‘Preferred Options’ consultation, has
failed to have full regard for reasonable alternatives and does not represent a positive approach to
planning in Stokesley.The Sustainability Appraisal of the Preferred Options Report published November
2016 provides colour coded indicators of all the sites’ suitability for development over several categories.
The Tanton Park House site performs better than the North of the Stripe site across all these categories
and is therefore, based on the Council’s assessment criteria, the better site for allocation. It is unclear
what the justification was for taking forward the North of the Stripe site as the sole housing allocation
within Stokesley given that it did not perform the best in the Council’s own Sustainability Appraisal.
Approx. one third of this site has now been granted outline planning permission for residential
development subject to additional conditions at Planning Committee dated August 22nd (ref.
19/00359/OUT). The portion of the site given consent would see a boundary matching the existing
development boundary of the adjacent dwellings located along The Stripe. To give the northern portion
of this allocation consent would result in new housing located well beyond the existing limits of
development, extending the settlement substantially northwards into the open countryside. Tanton
Park House Retirement Housing/Later Living Homes The potential of the Tanton Park House Site to
provide of a form of older people’s specialist housing, be that over 55’s, assisted living or later living
homes, has formed part of many of the previous representations to the Local Planning Authority. It is
felt that the tranquil yet accessible and sustainable location, in a highly popular market town, represents
an ideal site to provide a form of older people’s accommodation. Indeed the 2016 SHMA highlighted
Stokesley as a retirement destination at paragraph 7.67, noting that it is “a popular retirement destination
for older people.” Self-contained units of specialist older people’s accommodation can encompass a
wide variety of levels of care, from retirement community, to sheltered accommodation, to extra care.
The level of care which could be provided at the Tanton Park House would be decided through
engagement with the appropriate stakeholders. However, overall it is envisaged that the site would
provide retirement housing which would include a mixture of market and affordable homes. A review
of current housing provision and prices in Stokesley further highlights the need for an injection of
housing stock to improve the range both of house types and price points on offer. Detached houses
currently dominate the market at an average price of £284,668 (figures from Zoopla 13 September
2019). Key Factors • It offers an opportunity to provide older people’s accommodation in a highly
sought after and sustainable location; • It offers an opportunity to help meet a clear unmet need for
older people’s accommodation; • Existing footpath links can be improved to create a sustainably
accessible location in walking distance of Stokesley services; • Existing mature screening ensures the
development of the site would have negligible impact on the surrounding landscape; and • This site is
deliverable and viable as previous submissions have demonstrated.
Supporting documents
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If you would like you can support your representation with supporting documents. Please provide a description
for any documents you upload and clearly reference them in your representation statement above.
If you want to refer to a publication that is available elsewhere or that is subject to copyright that you do not
control please provide a link to a website where it is available or give a full reference (including author(s),
full title and date of publication) in your comment.
By submitting a supporting document you give permission for the council to use it for the purposes of drawing
up planning policy for Hambleton and to reproduce the document for such purposes.
Please note: There is no limit to the size of documents that can be uploaded but please only upload relevant
documents and consider the use of extracts for long documents.
To upload more than one document first select your first document and upload it, then save your comment
using the 'Save as draft' button at the bottom of the page. You can then select another document to upload.
Please be aware that documents that are uploaded will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please
take care to make sure that no personal information such as email or postal addresses is included.

Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Please see accompanying representation
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Please briefly outline why you consider this to be necessary?
As the promoter of the site which is the subject of our representation, we believe its inclusion in the
plan as an allocation would address the issues we have highlighted in respect of the soundness of the
plan due to the lack of identified sites for older persons accommodation in Stokesley since 2015.
Comment by

A H Brown (1227393)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing to object to the proposed extension to Tameside Stokesley to the plot of land owned by
Wimpey pie which they wish to develop. My concern is on several levels. There will be a significant
loss of natural habitat as any potential extension to the end of Tameside will bisect Neasham lane,
currently a bridleway which forms a significant wild life corridor. Tameside as a road is not a straight
road, consisting of several bends and junction and the fact that any link with the proposed site would
increase significantly potential vehicle moves from the development, but would also allow traffic from
the west side of Stokesley to use the access. In effect creating a northern ring road round Stokesley.
There must also be a question as to wether currently any further development is required, there are
two sites in Stokesley underdevelopment, not yet completed. In addition to land that has been previously
allocated for housing. An additional 105 houses, would indicate a potential increase in the population
of between 105 and 400+. I would question the ability of the current infrastructure in the town to cope
with this further potetial increase over and above the already planned expansion.
Comment by

David Wilson (1226707)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I would like to register my objection to the proposal to allocate land North of The Stripe and the land
already allocated for housing, currently owned by Wimpey Homes, to develop 105 new houses. In
addition I object to the proposal to allow traffic access from this site to Tameside. My objections are
based on the following considerations: • The number of new households having vehicular access via
Tameside to Tanton Road would significantly increase traffic through deceptively winding roads, thus
having an adverse effect on road safety in this area. • This type of development would attract a high
proportion of families with children with no commensurate plans to provide additional school places,
thus creating an unrealistic burden on local schools, as well as the Health Centre. • The development,
on top of existing significant developments and with no plans to develop or expand amenities, will have
a cummulatively adverse effect on the town. This will include an increase in congestion and pressure
on parking in and around the High Street.
Comment by

David and Fiona Bowman (1226701)

Comment ID

LPreg19-489

Response Date

16/09/19 10:22

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 189

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-16 David Bowman
LPreg19-489_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We write to object most strongly to the land owned by Wimpey Homes PLC near to the end of Tameside
being allocated for housing in the 2019 Hambleton Local Plan. Should any residential planning consent
be granted with access for traffic via the Tameside Estate, we feel this would seriously increase the
volume of traffic along Tameside and spoil our quiet enjoyment of the locale. We moved to Stokesley
in [REDACTED] this year and feel more than enough traffic already drives along Tameside relating to
the existing properties. Any additional traffic would have a serious environmental effect on the area,
since we believe Tameside would also become a "rat run" from the West End of Stokesley through to
Tainton Road bypassing the High Street. We only moved to Stokesley in [REDACTED] this year but
already love the quiet character of this historic market town and would not wish to see it materially
changed by further large scale house building, not withstanding the adverse impact on homes in the
area.
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land ( - 1229420)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Conclusions 4.1 Taylor Wimpey fully supports the allocation of site STK 1 at Land North of The Stripe,
Stokesley for housing in the draft Local Plan. 4.2 The site represents the most logical location for
housing growth in Stokesley. It is free from significant technical constraints and avoids areas of flooding
which constrain the town to the south, and is within walking and cycling distance of the town centre.
Development of the site will also help round-off the settlement rather than creating ribbon development
into the countryside along the arterial roads from the town. 4.3 In these representations, and through
the appended technical reports, we have demonstrated that Taylor Wimpey can develop the allocation
in full accordance with the development requirements in the draft Local Plan. 4.4 In light of the above
findings, and in the context of the acute need for housing land set out in Part 1 of our representations,
it is advocated that the Inspector supports the Council’s intention to allocate this site for housing. 4.5
Furthermore, the wider area of land which Taylor Wimpey has promoted through previous stages of
the draft Local Plan has been demonstrated to be free from technical constraints and could support
further housing development through an extension to the STK1 allocation, in order to meet the some
of the shortfall identified in Part 1 of our representations
Comment by

Chris & Jan Mann (1226694)

Comment ID

LPreg19-485

Response Date

16/09/19 10:06

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 191

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-16 - Chris Mann - Hambleton Local Plan Site STK1_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
It has been brought to our attention that there is a proposal by Wimpey Homes plc to obtain planning
consent to build residential homes on land at the end of Tameside in Stokesley. Consent for this
development would most definitely have an adverse impact on current homes on and in the vicinity of
Tameside. It would give the opportunity for a rat run from the West End of Stokesley onto Tanton
Road. Tameside is not a suitable road to take a high volume of traffic, it is used by parents and children
travelling on foot to the primary school. There is an adverse camber half way along which can, and
has, taken drivers by surprise, causing several accidents, at least one car has traveled across the foot
path and ended up on the green space which is used by children to play ball games. Many other cars
end up on the wrong side of the road. Also, there are currently two sites being developed in the town.
Both developers are struggling to sell the property’s. Fields which were once farm land to the west are
fenced off by developers nothing is being built due to lack of interest by purchasers they are an eyesore
and do nothing to enhance our market town. If more development is required,this is debatable there
are surely more suitable sites available which do not impact on current residential areas.
Comment by

Hambleton District Council (Cllr Andy Wake 1027046)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Development requirements Access and Highways (page 244) I would like the secondary access
removed and the emergency access retained in the draft. I would also like the access from the Stripe
statement removed, as it has been deemed to be no longer suitable.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I received a letter written by Mr informing me of a proposed development at the location noted above.
I looked on the Local Plan draft document and could not find a direct reference to the said development
listed in Annex 7, Stokesley and Villages Settlement Maps. (page 202 of the plan). Could you please
confirm the true position regarding the development to the west of Tameside, which Mr claims would
result in the opening up of Tameside to provide access? Mr also claims the development would create
a route for traffic from the west of Stokesley towards Tanton Road and Meadowfield. If Mr assertions
are true, I wish to record my objection to the opening up of Tameside to the west allowing traffic to
flow from the west of Stokesley and use Tameside as a route to the north and east avoiding the High
Street. The basis of my objection is that Tameside is not designed to support a large increase in
vehicular traffic, a proportion of which is likely to be of HGV class. Tameside has many twists and turns
in it and is crossed by many people making pedestrian access to and from Stokesley centre and the
existing housing developments situated to the north. I conclude that making Tameside a through route
is unsuitable for the increased traffic flow and creates an unjustified risk to pedestrians.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing to raise the strongest possible objection to the above proposal, to grant residential planning
consent for the above site, north of The Stripe in Stokesley. [REDACTED] If this proposal goes ahead
I understand that it will include a new road to be constructed as a continuation / extension of Tameside,
that will go on to connect to The Stripe and the new residential roads that have already been built at
the western end of Stokesley that are currently only accessible from Westlands. Tameside is a narrow
road built purely to accommodate the residents of the estate, and is narrow and curves and bends
along its length, presumably to act as a natural speed reduction effort. The road is not wide enough
to need a centre lane marking along its length. It was never intended to carry high volumes of traffic
and is totally unsuitable for the increase in traffic that could be expected if it is extended to join onto
any new developments. I have also noticed over the last couple of years that the number of vehicles
being parked on the road, by residents and visitors to properties on Tameside has increased dramatically
with some being left parked with 2 wheels on the footpath, thus causing an obstruction to pedestrians,
and others that are parked wholly on the road thereby creating even further hazards to traffic travelling
along Tameside. This will result in a significant rise in the volume of traffic that will use Tameside,
mainly from the residents of the new properties, but also because without doubt it will quickly become
a ‘rat-run’ for non-residential traffic wanting to avoid Stokesley High Street, and instead travelling
through the new development from Westlands, onto the newly built road and then onto Tameside and
through to Tanton Rd, as an alternative to using the High street or the Thirsk Rd /A172 / Bypass option,
on roads that are far better able to accommodate the volume of traffic involved.You must also consider
the nature of Tameside itself which as I have said is far from straight, and curves along its current
length, and is fed by 5 other side roads. Many vehicles already travel along Tameside at speeds that
are inappropriate and there have been many cases of ‘near misses’ as vehicles travelling in opposite
directions meet on the curved section, due to many drivers trying to ‘straight line’ the curve. While this
is clearly poor driving it is unfortunately a regular occurrence and I have on many occasions had to
take action to avoid oncoming vehicles who were crossing onto the wrong side of the road. You must
take into account that many residents on the estate are elderly, and there are also a great many young
children, all of whom have to cross Tameside on foot to gain access to the High Street and the local
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primary and secondary schools. They will be placed at much higher risk when having to cross Tameside
in the face of much higher traffic levels. It is also essential to consider the extra demand that will be
placed on public services, particularly the GP Practice on North Rd. I understand that it is already
carrying a huge patient list, and know from personal experience that it is very difficult to get appointments
at short notice or in an emergency. Additional residents in the area will only exacerbate this problem.
Will the developers make a significant and continuing contribution to improve the GP Services? Has
consideration been given to the potential rise in the need for places in the Primary and Secondary
schools? Can they provide the places that may be required? If not, then where will these extra children
be educated? On a personal level, the current road layout is [REDACTED] and the 2 neighbouring
bungalows as well as those on the opposite side of the road, all of which are occupied by pensioners.
I assume that it would continue on its current route. This will lead to a noticeable increase in the level
of road noise that we experience. I would also point out that approximately 2 years ago I spoke to a
surveyor/engineer who had parked outside my home. He advised me that he was conducting a survey
to look at the possibility / feasibility of building an extension of Tameside, to continue through to the
new developments, as is proposed in this development. He advised my wife and me that he was
satisfied that such an extension was not practical or feasible. He did not go into technical detail but
stated that there was a high probability that the woodland and fields that would be affected, almost
certainly contain protected wildlife, and this would prohibit the extension of Tameside. He also agreed
that the narrowness of the road and its curving, twisting layout would make it totally inappropriate to
accommodate the additional traffic that could be expected, and expressed his belief that it would also
become a ‘short cut’ for traffic wanting to avoid travelling along the High Street, and who would cut
through from the new Westlands estate. Shortly after this I spoke to a near neighbour about this and
they advised me that a similar proposal had been refused previously, after a survey found a colony of
protected newts directly on the projected road extension. It is reasonable to assume that the newts
are still in the immediate vicinity. There is another matter that needs to be raised, and that is in relation
to the hedgerow running along the eastern edge of Neasham Lane. Neasham lane runs north from
North Road, Stokesley, and contains a designated public footpath, and has along its eastern side an
‘Important Hedgeway’, as defined within the Hedgerow Regulations 1997. For any proposed extension
to Tameside this protected ‘Important Hedgerow’ would need to be removed, along with a number of
substantial and well established mature trees. Having examined these regulations it appears to me
that there are several limitations that prevent the removal of such a hedgerow, not the least being that
such a request has to be made by the land owner. Neasham Lane is a privately owned access track
leading to Neasham Farm, albeit there is the public footpath running along its length. Has the land
owner made a request for the removal of the relevant section of protected ‘Important Hedgerow’? If
no such request has been made, the hedgerow must remain untouched. I also have to question the
need for any further housing in Stokesley. There have been 2 major developments recently, one at
Westlands and one on Tanton Rd, to the North of The Acres. These developers have apparently found
it difficult to sell the new housing and have had to resort to reducing prices and I believe there have
also been changes to the original plans that were submitted, to change the number and style of houses
being built. Surely more cannot be built until the two current developments have been fully completed
and all the properties sold and occupied. Only at that point should consideration be given to further
developments being allowed. If the current houses cannot be sold, then there is no need for even more
to be built! I would ask why I have only been informed of this proposal by a local resident today. Surely
such a large development that would potentially affect so many people should have been brought to
the attention of residents by the local authority. Have you failed in your duty to publicise this matter,
especially to the residents of Tameside? I therefore submit my strong objection to the application for
Site STK1 being granted residential planning consent. The current land owners, Wimpey, bought the
land with no such consent, and cannot expect or assume that such consent will be automatically
granted simply because they have paid out a substantial amount for the land, and that repetitive
submissions will eventually be successful, simply because they are a large national property developer.
The time has come for residential development to come to a stop in Stokesley, until all current
construction has been completed and extensive research confirms that further residential properties
are needed. If that should prove to be the case, then alternative sites need to be considered.
Comment by

Stokesley Town Council ( Debbie Young - 1229981)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
a. The plan includes in section 4.11 the construction of 105 homes in the area North of the Stripe which
Stokesley Town Council object to. Given that a number of sites 'within built form' do not need to be
allocated, Stokesley Town Council question whether there is a need for STK1 at all? Stokesley Town
Council cannot see any rationale for the need for a number of a particular type of dwelling, compared
to sites such as that adjacent to the Catholic Church which are 'within built form' and a clear assessment
of numbers of dwellings needed. This is before consideration for sites already approved but not built
on is considered. On this basis it would seem that there is more than sufficient potential existing sites,
approved or 'within built form', to satisfy the housing needs for at least the period of this Local Plan,
and as a result Stokesley Town Council object to STK1. b. In addition, Section 12.20 identifies the
area North of the Stripe to be in Flood zone which following the recent issues from the Kier development
which also impinged upon a flood zone and their methodology of considerably raising the ground levels
has created a number of problems for neighbouring residents and not something Stokesley Town
Council would like to see happen again.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am lodging objections to the above housing scheme on the following grounds:- 1. Impact on traffic:
The suggested plan will result in more traffic using Tameside and The Acres as “rat runs” to Tanton
Road avoiding the High Street. The North Yorks . Highways Design Guide says “The use of residential
roads by non-access traffic should be discouraged. “ In addition, Tameside and The Acres are residential
roads , with Tameside being particularly straight with no features in place to discourage high speeds.
2. Additional housing The Keir development on Tanton Road is struggling to sell its properties , with
reductions of up to £25000 on some dwellings; this indicates that this type of housing is not what is
required in Stokesley.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am very concerned about the impact of an additional 105 houses in Stokesley. This roughly equates
to an extra 210 cars and 420 people. This is on top of the already approved 420 houses (880 cars and
1680 people) that are already being built on 2 existing building developments in the town. How can
yet more people and traffic be considered sensible in a market town which is struggling to cope with
the burgeoning numbers already? The amenities were not built to cope with this size or population
growth or increase in traffic. Added to existing building projects this will see an estimated extra: a)
1090 cars trying to pass through the bottlenecks around the town. b) 2100 extra people trying to access
GP services, schools etc. The value of existing houses will undoubtedly drop further and a lot of the
selling points around quiet countryside setting, pleasant quiet roads, lovely views over open fields,
easily accessible amenities will be gone for many of us for ever. Additionally from a personal point of
view having building work going on [REDACTED] for nearly 2 years the emotional and psychological
stress has been immense. I used to sit in a quiet garden with lovely views [REDATED] and now with
the Kier development going on it has been ruined. I would not wish this on anyone. I fully recognise
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the need for new houses - but there is a time and a place and they aren’t needed here - witness the
slow selling of the Kier Development and the mess that company is in through too many development
projects not needed. There are already numerous ongoing developments in North Yorkshire and near
neighbouring districts do we really need more and more houses here? Please don’t approve any
additional building projects for at least 10years until existing projects are completed.
Comment by

Sean Carey (1226013)

Comment ID

LPreg19-525

Response Date

17/09/19 16:53

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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Email

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-17 Sean Carey LPreg19-525_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Following publication of the Draft Plan I wish to object to the site defined as STK1 being allocated for
Residential Housing. SH2 within this site has already been allocated. The additional area if also
allocated for Residential house would have an adverse impact on residents who live near this site.
The land is used by local residents for walking and now that much of the surrounding land is already
proposed for housing or is in the process of being built upon residents access to amenity land is much
reduced. Following confirmation that the Environment Agency have funding for the additional flood
defences costing £1.8m this significantly changes the flood risks of stokesley. Sites discounted during

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 200

this local plan process should be reassessed with the benefit of an updated flood risk Map (EA have
previously provided this to the Town Council) The Keir site, built at a higher level than adjoining housing
has significantly increased the flood risk on the Tameside Estate. To increase the level of housing still
further in this area will further increase the flood risk on the Tameside Estate.
Comment by

Mr Kean Chew (1225684)

Comment ID

LPreg19-522

Response Date

17/09/19 16:38
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STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-17 Kean Chew LPreg19-522_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not support this part of the plan. There are already housing development in and close to Stokesley
but some of the developments (KIER) has already been delayed because of lack of demand. The
proposed development site is adjacent to a woodland area where children’s play and residents use
for walking and relaxing. Approval of this development would result in loss of amenity to local residence.
The developer has proposed using Tameside to gain access. Tameside is a narrow road used by
cyclists and pedestrian including school children walking to the primary school and into Stokesley from
the surrounding estates. It is also used by school children for their bicycle proficiency training. This
applications should not be granted as it would create a bypass route around Stokesley High Street
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and North Road significantly increasing the traffics on Tameside and connected Street making it unsafe
for school children, padeatrian and cyclists. The additional 105 houses would bring more cars and
traffics to the already overstressed stone bridge on B1365. I strongly urge counsel to rejects this part
of the plan as it has an adverse effect on the local residence, increasing the local traffic and loss of
amenity to Stokesley. There are also other alternate site more suitable for additional housing.
Comment by

Brian M Stewart (1226837)

Comment ID

LPreg19-517

Response Date
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2019-09-17 Brian Stewart LPreg19-517_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I refer to the above site and your proposal to include this area of land within Stokesley, in the Hambleton
Local Plan, as a site allocated for residential development. I write to register my objection on the basis
of the negative impact on local amenities, the adverse impacts on existing housing stock in and around
Stokesley and due to the alternative availability of more suitable sites for residential development.
Comment by

Robert Duggleby (1226828)
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LPreg19-516
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2019-09-16 Robbie Duggleby
LPreg19-516_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing to you to object to the allocation of land for housing for Wimpey Homes PLC (Site STK1)
in Stokesley for the following reasons: 1. The impact of new housing on local area and amenities. The
addition of potentially 105 homes will increase the population of Stokesley which is already strained
by its population at the moment. For example, without sufficient increases in funding to the Stokesley
Health Centre these will be over capacity which will result in a negative impact on the access to health
care available for residents of Stokesley. There have already been several new housing developments
in recent years which has increased the population of Stokesley severely. Such a new proposal therefore
cannot be allowed. 2. Impact on Traffic. Furthermore, the land used for this new development would
increase traffic on Tameside and the housing estate as a whole. The addition of further hosuing and
roads will create a bypass for vehicles around Stokesley High Street through to Tanton Road. The
estate comprises of many young families therefore making it irresponsible to allow such a major
increase in traffic as it increases the probability of children to be hit by cars at high speeds as they aim
to achieve a 'shortcut'. In addition, the roads on the state will not be able to handle the traffic that will
entail from the new development. It is consequently reckless to allow the development to go ahead
as it will endanger the welfare and well being of people in the local area.
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Comment by

Louise Cockerill (1226731)
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2019-09-16 Louise Cockerill
LPreg19-501_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing with regards to the proposed development of land for housing in Stokesley as outlined in
the 2019 Hambleton Local Plan. I am strongly opposed to this proposal on the following grounds: 1.
Amenities in Stokesley are already stretched: doctors, schools, car parking etc. An extra 105 new
houses - in addition to the two large developments currently under construction - would place further
strain on services. It is possible that an increased population would encourage a larger supermarket
which if implemented would take more business away from our high street shops which are trying
really hard to remain open. 2. Linking an existing residential street (Tameside) to Stokesley Grange
would create a ‘rat run’ for traffic to bypass the high street diverting speeding cars down a road occupied
by families, elderly people and pets (three cats have been killed on the road outside our house in the
last 4 years). This ‘rat-run’ would not only lower the footfall on our already suffering high street, but be
a danger for all residents living on Tameside. It would also likely adversely affect house prices. 3. The
current housing estates under construction are struggling to sell the houses since the demand is not
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that high, and more new developments would make it even more difficult for residents currently living
in Stokesley to sell their existing houses. 4. The wooded area off Neasham Lane which is home to
many animals, flora and fauna and also a place of enjoyment for people young and old, would be
destroyed by the building of a road and the subsequent traffic. This is absolutely unacceptable
considering how much grassland and woodland has already been demolished in Stokesley to make
way for unnecessary housing developments over the last few years. These are just a few of the
arguments against the proposal, I strongly believe that building addition housing accessed via the end
of Tameside would be detrimental to Stokesley, the environment and all its inhabitants and urge you
not to allow this.
Comment by

Jeremy & Katie Platt (1226727)

Comment ID

LPreg19-500
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2019-09-16 - Katie Platt - Objection to local plan site
STK1_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing this email as an objection to Wimpey Homes attempting to obtain residential planning
consent: Hambleton Local Plan - Site STK1 Grounds: Adverse effect on existing homes in the local
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area. Loss of amenity. Impact on local traffic. Existing ongoing 2 housing developments in Stokesley
(Keir and Wimpey) are not selling and building appears to have halted.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs J Alderson (1226726)

Comment ID

LPreg19-499
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STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-16 Judy Alderson LPreg19-499_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I write concerning the intention to include the above area in the local plan and to raise myself and my
husband's objections. It would appear that previous successfulyl supported objections to the
development of the site are now being circumvented. The development and subsequent occupation
of the housing provided will pose yet further strain on the already overstretched resources and amenities
of the area, are we to be provided with proportunate education/medical/road and other infrastructure
facilities? in particular the link between the estate and Tameside Road is disturbing. The design and
width of the two main roads affected by the regular increase in traffic volume, (Tameside and The
Acres, together with potentially The Paddock through to Tanton Road) is such that the bends and
width will almost certainly make this action reckless. It would appear that regardless of the fact that
the current large scale property developments are more than enough to satisfy housing demand as
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sales are so bad that houses are being built only after a sale has been agreed and demand being so
slow that any serious offer will be considered. This coupled with one development being beset with
build problems and unresolved complaints seems to indicate that housing has reached it's saturation
point. On a general point of site development, it seems that this speculative purchase by the developer
should remain just that - speculative, maybe it could remain as an amenity site to restore the balance
of the area and compensate for the blight imposed by the development so far.
Comment by

John Naylor (1226722)

Comment ID

LPreg19-497

Response Date
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2019-09-16 John Naylor LPreg19-497_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I have concerns regarding Local Plan - Site STK1, the reason is the opening up of Tameside to traffic
from the West end of Stokesley. This would result in the road used as a bypass of the town centre.
The road is not straight having numerous bends, this makes it hard to pull off the drive and for
pedestrians to cross, additional traffic would make it worse.
Comment by

Jeff Waters (1226719)
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2019-09-16 Jeff Waters LPreg19-493_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I would like to register my objection to your proposed new development of housing in Stokesley with
intended access from Tameside As a local resident this would have a serious effect on the volume of
traffic transiting through Tameside to gain access to the new estate In my opinion there are alternative
sites which are far more suitable for additional housing
Comment by

J M Spenceley (1027725)

Comment ID

LPreg19-492

Response Date
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2019-09-16 J Spenceley LPreg19-492

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
It has come to our attention that Wimpey PLC are about to apply for planning permission to build 105
houses between our estate and the other side of Stokesley. If these houses are linked by road access
to the end of Tameside, and to the Acres, it would create a ‘rat run’ between the West End of Stokesley
and Tanton Road. People would therefore use our estate as a short cut through the town, avoiding
the High Street; this would cause a dangerous build- up of traffic in a heavily populated residential
area. The roads around this estate are curved, with many blind corners, and they are also linked by a
series of footpaths, to encourage residents to walk to the town centre, and children to walk to school.
Heavy traffic would put pedestrians at risk, and would be detrimental to the quality of life in this area
of Stokesley. We therefore object to the inclusion of this site in the District Plan
Comment by

Mr & Mrs David & Brigid Holmes (1226705)

Comment ID

LPreg19-490

Response Date
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Files

2019-09-16 - David Verdun Holmes
LPreg19-490_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Today I have been informed that HAMBLETON District Council are proposing to allocate land for
housing in the 2019 HAMBLETON Local Plan. We both wish to place our objections to this proposal
for the reasons shown below:- • We [REDACTED] fear that the amount of heavy traffic and traffic using
it as a ‘rat run’ will make a big impact on such a small road. This road is used in School Term as a
route to both of the Schools in STOKESLEY. The traffic along this road is bad at present and this
proposal would make it worse. • Additional housing (when new developments in STOKESLEY are not
selling and slowing down) would be an extra burden for the School’s in STOKESLEY and in addition
there would be an extra burden on the local Health Centre. Before any proposals for new housing are
made, they need to dismiss this thought and the local Council needs to look at this and future
development and growth of the Education and Health services before any move is made. • Alternative
sites could be looked at, eg the land to the East of the bypass road, which previously was the subject
of planning for a Supermarket complex. • Finally what has changed since the last proposal some years
ago? I seem to remember that it was turned down on environmental reasons - SO WHAT HAS
CHANGED!!
Comment by

Colin Howard (1226697)

Comment ID

LPreg19-486

Response Date

16/09/19 10:13

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-16 - Colin Howard - Hambleton Local Plan
- Site STK1_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I would like to object to the proposals under consideration to allocate land apparently owned by Wimpey
Homes Ltd to the North West of Stokesley (North of The Stripe and west of Tameside) for housing
purposes; and in particular to provide access to this land from the existing end of Tameside. My
objections to this proposal are that it will have adverse impact on existing homes in the area of Tameside
and The Acres and surrounding roads through loss of amenity and the impact on traffic flows through
the current roads. In particular the proposal will create the potential to generate a “rat run” for through
traffic from the wider western side of Stokesley and further afield through to the B1365 and A172 roads
(and vice versa) to the detriment of the current residents and will also create an additional road safety
risk that currently does not exist in the area as a result of unsuitable vehicles using residential streets
as a through route. Also given the recent experiences of the residents in Woodlands Walk, The Acres
and The Paddock arising from the developments currently underway by Keir Developments at Tanton
Fields Estate (Including noise, dirt, closure of rights of way, potential flooding) where there has been
a significant and continuing loss of amenity, the need for further development as proposed needs to
be challenged. Given that sales of new houses on all the new developments around Stokesley are
proceeding slowly, if not at times stalled all together, additional allocation for housing on a less than
suitable site should be rejected.
Comment by

Brian Metcalfe (1226692)

Comment ID

LPreg19-484

Response Date

16/09/19 10:00

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-16 - Brian Metcalfe - Hambleton Local Plan
- Site STK1_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I would like to register my objection to the proposal for further housing to the west end of Thameside
and north of Fairfield road. Any new housing will add to what is already a heavily used road of
Thameside. The route will not only be used by the additional home owners, but it is very likely to be
the preferred route for all properties west of and including The Stripe and Fairfield Road to access the
Tanton bridge route out of Stokesley. Residents would clearly avoid the high street and north road
routes in favour of a Thameside ‘shortcut’. If additional housing is required, there are several options
that would provide easier and access and egress without creating a heavy through traffic load on an
existing estate. These include : 1 land along Station road (west side) 2 land west of the recent build
along the road to Tame Bridge (westlands road) 3 land between the Malvern drive estate and the A172
In addition I would suggest that Thameside is completely unsuitable as a route for construction traffic
given the difficulties caused by the small amounts of tradesmen traffic resulting from existing residents
in the area doing maintenance of refurbishments of their properties.
Comment by

Alan & Jane Sedgwick (1226688)

Comment ID

LPreg19-480

Response Date

16/09/19 09:46

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-16 - Alan Sedgwick - Hambleton Local Plan
site STK1_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object most strongly against the plan to develop the land as designated above. There are and have
been a number of other developments in the Stokesley area which are more appropriate rather than
this. Also access to the site is through an existing residential estate which will become a “rat run” from
the west end of Stokesley through to Taunton road bypassing the High Street.
Comment by

Victoria Marshall (1226685)

Comment ID

LPreg19-476

Response Date

16/09/19 09:39

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-16 - Victoria Marshall - Hambleton Local
Plan_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am a resident of Stokesley and have been for [REDACTED] years. I am greatly concerned about the
approval of the large estates and the number of infill sites adding to the housing stock. This is putting
a huge strain on the facilities in the town i.e • car parking on the High Street is becoming increasingly
difficult due to the high demand. • The traffic congestion on the High Street is now significant. Additional
houses and roads will result in extra traffic passing my home and the use of roads on the estates as
through roads causing a risk of RTAs, extra noise and disturbance. • Additional demand on the health
centre. • Additional demand on the local Primary and Secondary Schools. In particular, the proposed
Wimpey owned land near Tameside being granted consent for housing would have a particularly
adverse impact as it is close to my home which already has a new estate to the North. This new estate
is not yet fully sold and the full impact cannot yet be assessed. Any additional houses will result in
further adverse effects on my home and amenity.
Comment by

Andrew Watt (1226682)

Comment ID

LPreg19-473

Response Date

16/09/19 09:29
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STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-16 Andrew Watt_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am sending you an email to object to Hambleton Local Plan - Site STK1. I am Objecting due to the
impact it will have on the traffic on Tameside.
Comment by

Victoria Hindmarsh (1226679)

Comment ID

LPreg19-470

Response Date

15/09/19 09:23
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STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 Victoria Davies LPreg19-470_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the proposed additional housing and bypass road as it would impact on our homes in the
area and also have a high impact in traffic on our roads in the area.
Comment by

Mr Tim Harding (1226677)

Comment ID

LPreg19-467
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2019-09-15 Tim Harding LPreg19-467_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I would like to register my objection to further housing development that would require access at the
end of Tameside. I believe that further housing would have an adverse effect on established homes
in the area and put even more pressure on local amenities. This would also increase residential traffic
which is already a serious issue with speeding that is not being addressed. Having a "rat run" at the
end of Tameside would completely change the atmosphere and family friendly nature of the estate, It
would have a serious negative impact to this estate. Stokesley is already having to cope with a significant
uplift in housing developments, which as yet has not been able to be assessed for impact. There are
many other areas of Hambleton which should be looked at for better suitability.
Comment by

Jill Ward (1226673)

Comment ID

LPreg19-465

Response Date

15/09/19 09:04

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 Jill Ward_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I write on behalf of [REDACTED] my neighbour, Mrs J. IWard to oppose the building of yet more houses
in Stokesley and especially this plot with access via the Tameside estate. The access to this land
through the Tameside estate is already extremely busy and it would be dangerous to allow any more
traffic to use this route. The 2 builders who have been building 250 houses each at either end of
Stokesley have apparently stopped building because of lack of sales and unsuitability of the land.
Therefore to start to build yet more houses would be completely ludicrous and unnecessary, giving an
adverse impact on homes in the area. Already the doctors surgery and the schools are at full capacity
and parking in the town is extremely difficult. If you allow this building site to go ahead, you will have
to build a new school, a new doctors surgery and provide more parking before such a plan can go
ahead. I trust that you will give this full consideration and conclude that this is not a viable proposition.
Comment by

Sue Hosie (1226670)

Comment ID

LPreg19-463

Response Date

15/09/19 08:54

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 Sue Hosie LPreg19-463_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I write on behalf of myself [REDACTED] to oppose the building of yet more houses in Stokesley and
especially this plot with access via the Tameside estate. The access to this land through the Tameside
estate is already extremely busy and it would be dangerous to allow any more traffic to use this route.
The 2 builders who have been building 250 houses each at either end of Stokesley have apparently
stopped building because of lack of sales and unsuitability of the land. Therefore to start to build yet
more houses would be completely ludicrous and unnecessary, giving an adverse impact on homes in
the area. Already the doctors surgery and the schools are at full capacity and parking in the town is
extremely difficult. If you allow this building site to go ahead, you will have to build a new school, a
new doctors surgery and provide more parking before such a plan can go ahead. I trust that you will
give this full consideration and conclude that this is not a viable proposition.
Comment by

Mrs and Mr Sheila and Robert O'Hara (1226640)

Comment ID

LPreg19-461

Response Date
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2019-09-15 Shiela OHara LPreg19-461_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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Having just received information about the request for residential planning consent for land owned by
Wimpey Homes PLC with access for traffic via the Tameside Estate .I wish to register objections on
behalf of myself and my husband . Obviously plans to open up access from the proposed housing
development via Tameside through to Tanton Road would create a “rat run “. The increase in traffic
flow would be highly dangerous through a residential estate adding to the volume of traffic which has
already been increased by housing developments on Tanton Road and at Tame bridge sites. I am
also concerned about the demands that the proposal to build 105 houses will have on the provision
of local amenities e.g.the health centre,schools,the pharmacy ,dentist and leisure facilities plus the
lack of available parking to accommodate this increase in the use of vehicles to access these essential
facilities.
Comment by

Mr R Miles (1226638)

Comment ID

LPreg19-460

Response Date

15/09/19 16:18

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 Roger Miles LPreg19-460_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In Stokesley I understand there is a proposal to build more houses on what I believe is known as Site
STK1 and to make general access for traffic from this site into Tameside. I implore you not to allow
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this to proceed, especially the access into Tameside as this will bring additional dangers for the ageing
population living in this area. Traffic will not only be that from the residents of the sites but also from
through traffic in order to avoid Stokesley High Street. I also find it difficult to understand the thinking
of Hambleton's planning policies in allowing the building all these houses without what seems to be
little or no thought about expanding the amenities (eg, Medical Centre and Schools) prior to proposals
being cleared, not to mention the additional traffic and the problems of vehicle parking in Stokesley
which currently during the week is a farce. I repeat, I implore you not to allow this to be passed or even
considered.
Comment by

Bernard and Jean Roddam (1226636)

Comment ID

LPreg19-459

Response Date

15/09/19 16:11

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 Roddam LPreg19-459_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Just a brief note re. above subject. As a resident of [REDACTED], I am very concerned about the
additional traffic in Tameside which is not a very wide road, but if the proposed plan is approved, we
could see a race track develop all the way from the West end of Stokesley to Tanton Rd.
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Comment by

Robert Neil and Janet Varley Tattersall (1226634)

Comment ID

LPreg19-458
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STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 Rn and JV Tattersall
LPreg19-458_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
To the councilors representing Robert Neil Tattersall & Janet Varley Tattersall, [REDACTED] A local
resident has warned us of an impending decision to allocate land adjacent to Neasham Lane for more
development in Stokesley. [REDACTED] Neasham Lane is one of the few local bridle paths which is
quiet and suitable [REDACTED] to access for pleasure and nature viewing. To build a road across
this bridle path would make a large impact on wild life and would make our lives less pleasurable. We
have already had to move inside Stokesley so that we can maintain our independence by having a
more suitable accommodation, and find it very demoralising that Hambleton Council wish to deprive
us of this quiet amenity. I hope that this request to deny this unnessary planning of building a road
across a bridle path be granted.
Comment by

Robert Johnsey (1226632)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-457

Response Date

15/09/19 15:55

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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Email
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0.4

Files

2019-09-15 Robert Johnsey
LPreg19-457_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
we are writing to lodge objections to the proposed inclusion of STK1 in the 2019 Local Plan. We have
already seen rapid house increases in the last few years - namely the Taylor Wimpey and Keir sites
- adding massively to local traffic and parking problems without any upgrade in facilities or amenities
- whilst eyesores like the old British Legion are allowed to fester when that site is ripe for re-development
as a much needed car park. Another 107 houses means that Stokesley will simply be overflowing and
will turn into another Yarm - over-developed. We understand that STK1 will have vehicle access into
Tameside - effectively providing a by-pass for the north and west sides of Stokesley - this will have a
detrimental effect on Tameside and The Acres as traffic will no doubt increase by a large volume. This
will devalue housing stock in Tameside if not the whole of our development - already blighted by the
Keir site which has taken away meadowland. Land to the south and west of Strikes garden centre was
mooted for development some time ago - including a new supermarket. This land would make much
more sense for new houses, if we must have them - as they would be already connected to the main
by-pass and would not affect existing estates in any way. A supermarket to compete with the
over-charging Co-op is sorely needed - not more houses. Please do not allow this over-development
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proposed under STK1 - we have had too much new housing already and the character and environment
of Stokesley market town has suffered badly.
Comment by

P & S Tyrie (1226630)
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LPreg19-456
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15/09/19 15:44
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STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 - Paul Tyrie LPreg19-456_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Our strong objections to the Hambleton District Council's proposal for the land allocated for housing
in the 2019 Hambleton Local Plan are as noted below:- This will massively impact on the houses in
Tameside in terms of pollution from car/van/lorry emissions. This in terms of air quality and, additionally,
road dust being constantly disturbed and circulated in the air. Plus increase in road/traffic noise.
Tameside, with its narrow road, short front gardens (not suited for planting of screens of trees), open
plan design and lack of trees is geared to a low traffic volume. Any increase would negatively impact
on the houses and the residents' health and quality of life. There will surely be an increase in traffic
outwith the new proposed houses, i.e. the whole area around the West End of Stokesley could prefer
this route as opposed to trafficking up the High Street. Tameside properties will be less desirable if
this plan is implemented and house values will undoubtedly fall. We have resided at [REDACTED]
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since [REDACTED], when the houses were built, and have already witnessed a steady increase in
both traffic volume and speeds. Further traffic flows are very much opposed to. We wish to lodge our
opposition to the opening up of Tameside to facilitate any housing development which creates a greater
volume of traffic for the reasons stated above and for aesthetic reasons too.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs A T Graham (1226629)

Comment ID

LPreg19-455
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15/09/19 15:36
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STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.5

Files

2019-09-15 - Mr Mrs Graham LPreg19-455_redacted

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We wish to object to the residential planning application by Wimpey Homes PLC for the land north of
The Stripe across to Tameside. These plans will have a significant adverse impact on existing homes
in the area. There will be a huge increase in traffic across the town, and particularly in the Tameside
and Tanton Road areas. Recent large residential developments, to the north and west of the town,
have not been successful. Developers are struggling to sell properties and to retain buyers. There are
alternative sites more suitable for additional housing. The town amenities are insufficient to cope with
further increase in residential development - schools, roads, retail etc.
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Comment by

Mike Hindmarsh (1226625)

Comment ID

LPreg19-452

Response Date

15/09/19 15:20
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STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 - Mike Hindmarsh - STK1_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I object to the proposed additional housing and bypass road as it would impact on our homes in the
area and also have a high rise in traffic along Tameside which at the minute is a quiet road and will
end up been a fast through road to skip the village for people, putting our kids in more danger on the
estate.There is no need for the through road as if people want to bypass the village they can take the
A172 passing the baths.
Comment by

Michael Conway (1226623)

Comment ID

LPreg19-450

Response Date

15/09/19 15:14

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 - Mike Conway - STK1 - Wimpey Home
Development Stokesly_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I would like to raise an objection to the proposed Wimpey development (Hambleton Local Plan Site
STK1) as this additional development will have a huge impact on the traffic in the area as well as an
adverse impact on the local environment. The proposed road into the area will also create a road safety
issue for the many children of the adjacent house who have to cross this road
Comment by

Mrs June Trotter (1226619)

Comment ID

LPreg19-448

Response Date

15/09/19 14:57
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STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 - June Trotter - SITE STK1_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I wish to object to the land owned by Wimpey Homes plc near to the end of Tameside, being included
in the Hambleton Local Plan 2019 for residential development. My objection is that I believe that to
open up Tameside to another housing estate would have an adverse impact on homes in the area.
The new roads would be used to by-pass Stokesley High Street and would result in much more traffic
traveling along Tameside and The Acres. As Taylor Wimpey are already building at one side of Stokesley
and Keir Homes are building at the other I am concerned that there is too much development in
Stokesley already and that this will impact on traffic, schools and other local amenities. In addition, it
appears that the new houses being built are not selling particularly well so lit seems unnecessary to
build even more!
Comment by

Jane Wolfe (1226614)
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LPreg19-446
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15/09/19 14:51
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STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 - Jane Wolfe - Hambleton Local Plan Site STK1_redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
As a resident of [REDACTED] I strongly object to the proposal for land to be allocated for housing for
the following reasons: Two new estates have already been developed at Stokelsey Grange and Tanton
Fields with a number of homes yet to be occupied so there is no demand for additional housing. Existing
house prices will be adversely affected. Increased traffic generation will bring noise, pollution,
disturbance, road damage, congestion, inability to park in the High street, danger to children and
unsafe to cyclists. Increased population will mean a loss to amenities, we already struggle to make an
appointment at the doctors and dentist. With the existing development the small town is already losing
its appeal and charm and is becoming more akin to the likes of Ingleby Barwick.
Comment by

Irene Lazenby (1226613)

Comment ID

LPreg19-445

Response Date

15/09/19 14:45

Consultation Point

STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 - Irene Lazenby - Objection_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
As a householder on [REDACTED] I would like to object to the proposed use of Tameside as an access
point for Site STK1, the proposed Wimpey Homes development.
Comment by

DE Atkinson (1226601)
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LPreg19-441
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15/09/19 14:22
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STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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Email
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2019-09-15 - Ida Atkinson - Hambleton Local Plan Site STK1_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
[REDACTED] I have recently become aware of the 2019 Hambleton Local Plan. From this I see
Hambleton District Council is planning to allocate land at the end of Tameside for housing.The Tameside
estate area already has a large number of roads running through it.This plan would extend the Tameside
Road and create access to the west end of the town, thus creating a through road and potental 'rat
run'. The roads in this area are already busy, lots of families and elderly live in the locality. As
pedestrians between the town and the primary school this would have severe implications for them.
Recent new builds in Stokesley have had a detrimental impact on the estates already in situ. Especially
impacting on drainage and stress to families living next to the building sites, along which waggons,
noise and dust are only few of the issues which will be experienced if this new area near Tameside is
allocated for building. Land in Stokesley has already been allocated for future proposed building behind
Sowerby Crescent area. Further land does not need to be allocated. Stokesley's physical infra structure
already struggles with the increase in housing. Drainage, schools, traffic and doctors are already at
capacity. Access to the town would be exacerbated by any additional proposed building allocation.
The area has more suitable areas for future housing development that the proposed area bordering
the Tameside area. Therefore I object to any proposal to allocate land near to the Tameside are of
Stokesley for future housing development.
Comment by

Dr Helen Duggleby (1226599)

Comment ID

LPreg19-439

Response Date

15/09/19 14:12
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STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 - Helen Duggleby site STK1_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I wish to object to the application for planning consent for the above scheme as follows:- 1. Stokesley
has already had several large housing developments built recently. Stokesley is a small town with
limited facilities. The doctors, schools, parking, etc are already at busting point and can't support
additional residents. 2. I am extremely worried about the additional traffic that would use Tameside.
This road has to be crossed by many residents of the Tameside estate e.g. children going to school.
If this application went ahead, there would be an increase in both amount and SPEED of traffic as it
would provide a 'rat run' from the West end of Stokesley through to Tanton Road, thereby avoiding
Stokesley High Street. I can only foresee that this would result in traffic accidents
Comment by

Gwyn Davies (1226594)

Comment ID

LPreg19-437

Response Date
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STK 1: North of The Stripe, Stokesley (View)
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2019-09-15 - Gwyn Davies - site STK1_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
On two previous occasions over the past 20 years identical applications have been made to access
new building sites by extending Tameside across Neasham Lane towards The Stripe. The narrow
winding nature of Tameside is not appropriate for more traffic, particularly heavy vehicles as required
for building sites and would become a “rat run” for traffic from the west end of the town wanting access
to Middlesbrough bound roads. Additionally, the road is crossed on foot at various points by children
going to and from Stokesley primary school. On both previous occasions the Council Planning committee
refused these applications and it would be a waste of time and money to allow this application to
proceed.
Comment by

Mr I P Mcdowall (1226589)
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LPreg19-436
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15/09/19 13:29
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2019-09-15 - IPMcdowall - Local Plan site
STK1_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I have received details of a proposal to build 105 houses owned by Wimpey PLC. I wish to oppose
and reject most strongly on planning grounds due to the following reasons. I live in Tameside where
the proposed houses are to be built on the land situated at the end. This land is used by local residents
for recreation purposes both young and old. There are countless homes already being built at the far
end of stokesley which will already increase numbers within the town where resources are already
stretched for doctors schools etc. By building on Tameside and opening up in effect a bypass through
to Tanton road this will create a rat run both morning and evening .in particular where an increase in
traffic ,noise and danger to young and old will occur. There has been no consideration shown to the
residents if the build were to go ahead for the noise, pollution and the huge lorries which will use
Tameside as the entrance and exit to the site on a daily basis interrupting the daily lives of the residents.
There is also the question of wildlife also being disregarded. Too many green spaces are being taken
over by builders and councils wanting to make profits over what is best and right for the citizens and
their communities.
Comment by

DJ Winters (1226583)
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LPreg19-435
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2019-09-15 - Derek Winter - STK1 Objections_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Regarding the proposed allocation (as referenced above) of land at the edge of Stokesley for housing
development, I would like to place my objections on record, on the following grounds: 1. This will
increase residetial and delivery traffic in the area and, in particular, increase the likelihood of cars using
Tameside and The Acres as a high speed route out of Stokesley, avoidng the High Street. Given that
a large number of children cycle in the area and that the green field area at the Tameside-end of The
Acres is used exrensively by children of all ages for games this increases the chance of accidents
involving children. 2. The area propsed for housing is currently used extensively by dog walkers and
its removal will see a further increase in dogs using the green area on the Acres (already increased
after Tanton development), which will provide an increased health risk for children playing in the area
from contact with dog faeces. 3. The additional homes will have an adverse affect on the existing
homes in the local area through increased risk of flooding (we have already seen additional waterlogging
from the current building programme on Tanton Road) and through the increased demands placed on
the local utilities, such as drainage and sewerage. It has been noted in the documentation that a flood
risk for the proposed area exists, but additonally even if this is mitigated, the increased flood risk for
adjacent existing developments must also be considered. 4. The local amenities,such as doctor's
surgery availability, are already at breaking point and a further influx of people into the area will produce
delays in getting health care that may prove critical. Other amenities (eg schooling) would also be
adversely affected. 5. Stokesley already has substantial house developments ongoing and, given the
number of properties (old and new) available for purchase, there appears to be no shortage of housing
in the area, Further there are a number of derelict properties (eg ruin near the Globe Comminity hub
car park) that are an existing (and prolonged) eyesore and could readily be refurbished for housing
without destroying open and undeveloped land, which may be needed for agricultural production. 6.
Finally, the disruption to the current properties from the actual construction process would be a significant
impact, which can be seen from the existing experience on the Tanton road development, where
additional site traffic resulted in road damage and mess and where the noise pollution from piling and
construction was prolonged and excessive over 6 days per week.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am objecting to the proposal to allocate further land to the North of Stokesley: • The proposed site is
adjacent to an already allocated site which would if allowed would concentrate too much housing to
the North of Stokesley • Due to the upgrading the flood defences and the consequential re-assessment
of the flood plane, there are now more suitable sites available for future housing which had previously
been discounted. • Part of the proposed site would be on an existing wooded and grass amenity area
which would be of considerable loss.to the area. • The proposal states that "Vehicular, pedestrian and
cycle access point/s are to be taken from Westlands, with secondary/ emergency access from Hebron
Road/The Stripe". In no way should consideration at a later date be given to linking future development
with vehicular access via Tameside. Any future link of this sort should be completely barred so as not
to effect the amenities and safety of that existing estate, I maintain that the proposed site should not
be considered for future development
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I would like to register my objection to development of the land proposed for 105 houses north of The
Stripe owned by Wimpey PLC. In previous years the residents of Tameside have prevented this land
obtaining planning because any access to the site via Tameside would have an adverse impact on
the homes in and around Tameside estate for the following reasons :- 1. Traffic along Tameside would
be greatly increased and as all houses have open plan front gardens this would pose a safety hazard
both to the elderly residents and those with young children. 2. It would also provide a “rat run” from
the west end of Stokesley through to Tanton Road bypassing the high street, therefore increasing
traffic even further on a street which was designed as an estate road and not a major route. Both of
these reasons are still pertinent today, and there are alternative sites more suitable for additional
housing.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I urge that allocation of this land for housing and the associated roads is not progressed, as I feel plan
STK1 would have the following negative impact; - whilst a school crossing is provided to the front of
Stokesley primary academy, it would be very unlikely this provision was extended to the rear of school,
yet th introduction of a through road onto Tameside would inevitably encourage drivers to bypass the
front of school and town morning/evening traffic, hence increasing risks to children and their carers at
school entry and exit times. - increased volumes of traffic on residential streets, raises the potential
for accidents and fatalities involving vehicles. - the two current building sites are not yet sold, and
indeed have already added pressure to amenities, which a further development would only increase.
This is without the existing plots already planned being sold, and it seems that there is already a lack
of buyers for the existing sites, rendering a further development unnecessary and at this site,
unacceptable. - there would be an adverse impact upon homes already in the area through increased
traffic, loss of amenities, and a loss of the 'character' of Stokesley should it be over-expanded. Please
do not turn Stokesley into Ingleby Barwick. In summary, I object to the proposal to include this land in
housing allocation.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I strongly oppose this proposal on the following grounds: 1. Amenities in Stokesley are already stretched:
car-parking, roads etc. 105 new houses (in addition to the recently built housing at Tanton fields and
Stokesley Grange) would arguably place further strain on services. 2. It is likely that a much larger
population would require further amenities such as supermarkets. This would lead to the demise of
the already-suffering High Street. 3. Linking an existing residential street (Tameside) to Stokesley
Grange would allow traffic to bypass the High Street and invariably create a ‘Rat Run’ through an area
which houses many young families and elderly. This is an unacceptable danger and disturbance. 4.The
small wooded area off Neasham Lane and its inhabitants would be disturbed and/ or destroyed by the
building of a road and the subsequent traffic. Indeed these arguments are not exhaustive- I believe
that the housing proposal has no benefits for Stokesley and can only be of detriment to the town.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We wish to Object to more houses being built near us in Stokesley and the plan to make Tanton Road
a Rat-Run. They tried that in the past when the Stripe was built, we objected then and we object again.
We do not have the facilities to cope with more houses which means more people, how would our
Clinic cope, that is a frightening thought as we are getting older, not being able to see our doctor.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 240

Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I understand that Wimpey have applied to build a further 105 houses and that Hambleton District
Council are proposing that this land be allocated for housing in the 2019 Hambleton Local Plan. I wish
to object to this proposal on the basis that there has already been over development in Stokesley in
recent years and this is putting increased pressure on local amenities, a significant increase in traffic,
parking issues (particularly for the elderly and less mobile residents) and removal of green spaces.
The Kier development should also be completed before any further building be considered and there
are other areas within Hambleton that would be more suitable for development at this time. I am also
concerned that Wimpey will be seeking to open access on to Tameside and I would strongly object to
this. Traffic has increased considerably through Tameside in recent years and the number of vehicles
speeding up and down is getting out of hand. This was never meant to be a main road but opening
access will result in a massive increase in traffic from not just the proposed new housing development
but from the whole of the West End of Stokesley that will undoubtedly use this road as a rat run to
avoid the High Street.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
As a resident of the Tameside estate Stokesley I would like to object to the above planning application
on the grounds listed below: This proper build of 105 additional homes will create an adverse impact
on an already stretched infrastructure such as doctors, schools and traffic. As a previous resident of
The Stripe which we purchased new from Wimpey we were falsely promised improved amenities
(schools doctors etc) none of which have materialised 20 years later. There are 2 sizeable estates
already being built in Stokesley (The Grange and Tanton estate Kier Homes) and where is the improved
infrastructure and facilities for these additional families in Stokesley? The impact on traffic to the
Tameside estate will have a negative impact as the proposed route will provide a rat run from the west
end of Stokesley to tanton road bypassing the high street. When the council can prove that hundreds
of new homes (including the two estates already being built) therefore potentially in excess of 1000
additional people in Stokesley needing to access our already squeezed services can be properly
accommodated, additional housing should not be considered. Please file this objection and listen to
the residents of Stokesley who fund the services hambleton provide on our behalf.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
My Husband and I strongly object to the above planning application. The reasons being:- 1. Adverse
impact on homes already in the area. (Stokesley has already been greatly affected by recent housing
development. Which has completely altered the character of the town. One estate at the Tanton area
of the town has come to a standstill because of the bad planning judgement in the first place of allowing
house building on this site. People are not prepared to buy the houses and in the process today many
residents of the adjoining site have been caused great harassment. 2. Loss of amenities. The local
amenities in the town are already being stretched to their limit. eg. The Health Centre, Schools and
town centre Parking. 3. Impact on traffic. eg. Through town centre traffic and parking in adjoining
residential areas are causing many problems. If has been suggested an opening at the bottom end of
Tameside will be opened up to allow traffic onto Tanton Road this would be a traffic hazard in the
making. The residential roads on this Yuill estate are not suitable for heavy traffic use and has the
possibilities of becoming a rat run from the West end of town. 4. Alternative sites are more suitable
for additional housing: Does Stokesley need or benefit from further housing development? Our concerns
are considerable and we hope they will be taken into consideration.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I’d like to formally object to the use of site STK1 for development. Specifically relating to the proposed
access to it from Tameside. I believe this would cause additional traffic issues which would have an
adverse effect on our property and the area in general. We have 2 young children and already have
concerns with the volume and speed of traffic that comes down the road at peak times. Additional
access to a further housing development would increase this risk substantially. This would be even
worse if the road provided direct access to west Stokesley, providing a ‘short cut’ across Stokesley
avoiding the high street and would have a negative effect on property prices as well. Whilst I appreciate
that additional housing is inevitable, even if not required, I believe there a numerous sites more suitable
for use. I believe these views are shared with all residents on Tameside. I only became aware of the
proposal today, and was advised that objections need to be in by 16th September which is very short
notice.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We would like to object to the plan to build 105 new homes on this site with access via Tameside.
Linking Tameside to the West end of Stokesley would greatly increase the traffic through this estate
as a "rat run" would be produced. At present this is a quite estate and this increase in traffic would
have an adverse impact on homes in the area.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I would like to lodge my objection to any possibility that any further land developed in Stokesley at the
rear of North Road and the Stripe has any access through Tameside. As a resident on Tameside for
over 20 years I have been amazed at the huge increase of traffic that is now accessing via Tameside.
Apart from the numerous delivery companies that have grown through on-line shopping and
supermarkets we also have deliveries for just about everything from ready made meals to organic
vegetables. Just about every van and delivery company accesses all of the many closes, incl Town
Close through Tameside before turning off to the Acres or Northfield Drive. Access to the rear of the
primary School is also accessed through Tameside along with Town Close, which we had been led
to believe would only be occasional and which has proven to be accessed significantly by Broadacres
and the multiple deliveries/collections to and from Town Close. In recent years the acres has also
become increasing popular for dog walkers who don't want to walk their dogs, instead they drive down
Tameside and then park on the acres and unload their dogs to walk through the cuts to the fields. Due
to a lack of real green space around Stokesley this is not surprising. My fear that any further access
onto Tameside will be the straw that broke the Camels back and lead to untold adverse impact on the
Tameside and to a large extent the Acres residents too. The traffic impact alone of a potential rat run
from North Road etc will lead to a traffic issue already at excessive levels which can only increase with
further on-line retailers, car ownership amongst multiple members of every household and more elderly
people staying at home and accessing home help and support, all of which adds more and more traffic
movements. The development on the Tanton Road side of Stokesley has probably proven to be possibly
one of the worse developments in the whole of the UK, House built on stilts and fields that would not
look out of place in a world war one movie. Never in all my life have I seen such a poor housing
development and the total devastation to an area that what were once accessible fields with public
rights of way. I would urgently ask you to block any basis for any further access down Tameside, it is
not sustainable and the adverse impact on homes and volume of traffic is already beyond sustainable.
As a final note, why is there no traffic calming to 20 mph anywhere in Stokesley in comparison to
Cleveland where 20mph limits are now normal across most of the Residential areas/streets. Speeding
around Stokesley is common place and in particular, speed limits on Tanton Road, The Acres and
indeed Tameside are constantly abused. Look forward to you assurance and support with this matter,
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
FAO Residents of the Tameside Estate - URGENT REQUEST Wimpey Homes PLC own land near
to end of Tameside and have in previous years attempted to obtain a residential planning consent with
access for traffic via the Tameside Estate. With the help of residents we have previously prevented
this land obtaining planning. Hambleton District Council now propose that this land is allocated for
housing in the 2019 Hambleton Local Plan. If you do not wish to see this land as housing and potentially
additional traffic on to our housing Estate (which would also provide a "rat run" from the West end of
Stokesley through to Tanton Road bypassing the High Street!) please object. Objections to its inclusion
in the plan need to be received by Monday 16th September 2019 5.15pm
planning_policy@hambleton.gov.uk Please quote Hambleton Local Plan - Site STK1 Objections must
be on planning grounds such as: • Adverse impact on homes in the area (ticked) • Loss of amenity •
Impact on trafflc (ticked) • Alternative sites are more suitable for additional housing
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Site STK1. The provision of 105 houses by Taylor Wimpey plc is not required. The housing development
at Tanton Road is already stalled as there is no demand. The Wimpey development would impact on
green space, wildlife, and the subsequent loss of amenities that local people enjoy that have a zero
cost to the council. The existing character of housing that makes Stokesley what it is, is being lost to
an urban sprawl typical of Ingleby Barwick, and with every new house destroys the very reason people
live and want to live in Stokesley. Alternative and more attractive (cost wise) housing is already being
built on the outskirts of Middlesbrough. I also understand the plan requests consent for traffic access
via Tameside. This will create a short cut to using the High Street and by-pass, through roads that are
not suited to through traffic. I would ask if anyone has considered this issue particularly the time before
the primary school has started and after it has finished as many small children are currently able to
safely navigate these roads.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
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You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Reduce the number of houses and reject consent for traffic access to Tameside.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I do not support this part of the plan. I consider further development on the North side of Stokesley as
unnecessary and inappropriate considering the existing layout of Stokesley, access, infrastructure,
and already ongoing developments within and close to Stokesley. The local plan fundamentally fails
to take into account the huge ongoing development of thousands of houses within 3-4 miles of Stokesley
but outside the Hambleton boundary. This is therefore not a 'local' plan but merely a consideration of
Hambleton in isolation which is totally inappropriate and unrepresentative of the real circumstances,
needs, and issues in the area. Furthermore, should development proceed at this location, access must
NOT be provided from the east side via the Tameside estate. This would result in an unacceptable
'by-pass' route ('rat run') around the high street to the north of Stokesley, with very detrimental
consequences for residents, children, access, and businesses.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not support the allocation of land at STK1 in Stokesley for 105 new homes. I understand that this
plot of land is owned by Wimpey Homes and that Wimpey has previously applied for planning consent
for this plot with traffic access via the existing Tameside estate. If this were to be implemented, it would
effectively create a by-pass around Stokesley High Street and North Road, significantly increasing the
volume of traffic on Tameside and connected streets. Tameside and adjoining streets are used by a
broad mix of pedestrians and cyclists including pensioners and children who walk to and from both of
Stokesley's schools and the High Street. An increase of traffic on these streets caused by the creation
of this by-pass would create a very significant safety risk to pedestrians and other road users. Tameside
is a long, winding, narrow street, unsuitable for the volume of traffic that would be incentivised to use
it as an alternative to the High Street. One only has to look at the current situation on North Road
where speeding vehicles have become a major hazard. There have been a number of serious road
traffic accidents in recent times on North Road including a pedestrian fatality. It is not hard to envisage
a similar scenario unfolding on Tameside. I urge the council to reconsider the further development of
STK1 from an impact on traffic perspective and look to other areas for future development that would
provide for a safer and more balanced traffic outcome.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
No further development of STK1 or alternatively, traffic access that is not provided via Tameside.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: STK 1; STK 2; STK 3; GTA1; all these refer
to a ‘Stokesley/Great Ayton cycleway’. However this aspiration, which is still a work in progress, might
become a multi-user route in the future, is more widely known as Endeavour Way. NYLAF therefore
advises replacing the wording in the above four site descriptions to simply ‘Endeavour Way’ to avoid
confusion and to leave open the question of status for the time being rather than using terminology
which is potentially status-constraining. This clarification has been welcomed by the personnel involved.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
STK 1; STK 2; STK 3; GTA1; all these refer to a ‘Stokesley/Great Ayton cycleway’. However this
aspiration, which is still a work in progress, might become a multi-user route in the future, is more
widely known as Endeavour Way. NYLAF therefore advises replacing the wording in the above four
site descriptions to simply ‘Endeavour Way’ to avoid confusion and to leave open the question of status
for the time being rather than using terminology which is potentially status-constraining. This clarification
has been welcomed by the personnel involved.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: STK 1; STK 2; STK 3; GTA1; all these refer
to a ‘Stokesley/Great Ayton cycleway’. However this aspiration, which is still a work in progress, might
become a multi-user route in the future, is more widely known as Endeavour Way. NYLAF therefore
advises replacing the wording in the above four site descriptions to simply ‘Endeavour Way’ to avoid
confusion and to leave open the question of status for the time being rather than using terminology
which is potentially status-constraining. This clarification has been welcomed by the personnel involved.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
STK 1; STK 2; STK 3; GTA1; all these refer to a ‘Stokesley/Great Ayton cycleway’. However this
aspiration, which is still a work in progress, might become a multi-user route in the future, is more
widely known as Endeavour Way. NYLAF therefore advises replacing the wording in the above four
site descriptions to simply ‘Endeavour Way’ to avoid confusion and to leave open the question of status
for the time being rather than using terminology which is potentially status-constraining. This clarification
has been welcomed by the personnel involved.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: STK 1; STK 2; STK 3; GTA1; all these refer
to a ‘Stokesley/Great Ayton cycleway’. However this aspiration, which is still a work in progress, might
become a multi-user route in the future, is more widely known as Endeavour Way. NYLAF therefore
advises replacing the wording in the above four site descriptions to simply ‘Endeavour Way’ to avoid
confusion and to leave open the question of status for the time being rather than using terminology
which is potentially status-constraining. This clarification has been welcomed by the personnel involved.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
STK 1; STK 2; STK 3; GTA1; all these refer to a ‘Stokesley/Great Ayton cycleway’. However this
aspiration, which is still a work in progress, might become a multi-user route in the future, is more
widely known as Endeavour Way. NYLAF therefore advises replacing the wording in the above four
site descriptions to simply ‘Endeavour Way’ to avoid confusion and to leave open the question of status
for the time being rather than using terminology which is potentially status-constraining. This clarification
has been welcomed by the personnel involved.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Does not comply with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
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with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The allocation of Land northwest of Creyke Nest Farm, Stokesley/ Broughton Bridge Farm, Great
Broughton is objected to on the basis that no appropriate study has been undertaken to evaluate any
potential developments impact upon the locality. Therefore without any evidence based documentation
in respect of visual impact, this part of the plan is "not sound" as this material consideration has not
been assessed. If allocated any subsequent planning application would be difficult to resist, should
visual impact be deemed unacceptable. As the principal of development would be proven in the
allocation. Furthermore access issues are noted during a planning application in respect of the site to
the North that forms the preferred access.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
A robust visual impact assessment needs to be undertaken that would indicate if the allocation was
appropriate or not.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
There are already a high number of business premises in the existing industrial estate/business park
that are empty. A review of current accommodation and how it is used needs to be undertaken. It is
not acceptable for businesses to set up at the Business Park because of Council Grants that they can
utilise and then move on. The proposal is too need the village of Great Broughton.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed No
by making changes to the plan?
Comment by

Mr & Mrs R W & V Pinder Notman (1057142)

Comment ID

LPreg19-372

Response Date

16/09/19 15:10

Consultation Point

Great Ayton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.6

Files

2019-09-16 RW Pinder L Preg 19- 372 redacted.pdf
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
ALT/S/058 /016 Skottowe Cres S/058/005 &S/058/006 Easby Lane Surprised and disappointed that
the new preferred site for development in Great Ayton is Skottowe Crescent, Allotment Gardens. I can
only assume that this change was a result of the Parish Council recommendation. A decision which
was made with 2 PC councillors having a vested interest in the previously preferred Easby Lane sites
There was no public discussion infact at a PC meeting on the 6th December 2016 the decision was
announced. There was no debate and the meeting was not publicised. I remain convinced that the
Easby Lane sites are the better option. The sites have good access with no parking issues. There
would be minimum disruption to local residents if construction traffic approached the site from the
south end of Easby Lane. Any congestion at the bridge on the A173 would be avoided. Great Ayton
Football and Cricket Club potentially could benefit with improved vehicle access to the Club Site. Also
pedestrian access to Waterfall Park could be improved benefiting the community. Flooding claimed
to be a major issue by the Parish Council would be resolved with new site drainage benefiting Angrove
and Easby lane residents. This development unlike Skottowe Cres avoids having to cross the busy
A173 to access village amenities. The site(s) also have sufficient space for future development,
Comment by

Janet Lesley Monaghan (1226015)

Comment ID

LPreg19-368

Response Date

17/09/19 13:35

Consultation Point

Great Ayton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7
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Files

JL Monoghan LPreg 19-368 Overview of Location of
Land.pdf
JL Monaghan LPreg 19- 368 Land Registry Title
Plan.pdf
2019-09-17 J Monaghan LPreg19-368 redacted.pdf
JL Monoaghan LPreg 19-368 Flood Risk Indicator.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Together with my father and two sisters, I own some land on the B 1292, Great Ayton, TS9 6QQ, Title
NYK306356.[see attached submission] I note on the Proposed Local Plan, that most of the land
bordering ours has been brought forward for planning, whilst ours has not. On investigating this further,
I believe that there was a Call For Sites Consultation, and local Landowners/Agents were invited to
put land forward for consideration in the Proposed Local Plan. l don't know what format this took, but
none of us were aware that this process had taken place. Whilst I realise that the process of delivering
the Local Plan is imminent, and bringing this land forward doesn't necessarily mean we would get
planning in the future, I wondered if it was still possible to propose our land for planning within the
current plan? I look forward to hearing from you in due course, however if you require any further
information, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-959

Response Date

17/09/19 14:34

Consultation Point

Great Ayton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email
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Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 Covering Letter Taylor Wimpey UK ,
Redacted LPreg 19-955 ...pdf
2019-09-17 Croft Transport Solutions - report LPreg
19-959.PDF
2019-09-17 Appendix 2 - Site Ass Summary - Great
Ayton Lpreg 19-959.pdf
2019-09-17 App 1 - Great Ayton Heritage Technical
Note LPreg 19-959.pdf
2019-09-17 Brochure Easby Lane East -LPreg
19-959.PDF
2019-09-17 Landscape Statement Lpreg 19-959.PDF
2019-09-17 Easby Lane Heritage Report LPreg
19-959.PDF
2019-09-17 Great Ayton - Flood Risk and Drainage
Lpreg 959.pdf (1)
2019-09-17 Croft Transport Solutions - Lpreg
19-959.PDF
2019-09-17 YOR.2572.02A Easby Lane East
Masterplan LPreg 19-959.PDF (1)

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We write to submit representations to the Local Plan Publication Draft Consultation on behalf of our
client, Taylor Wimpey UK Limited, in support of site ref S/058/005a and S/058/006a, land east and
west of Easby Lane, Great Ayton. The Council will be aware that representations to the emerging plan
in respect of both sites were made to the the Issues and Options Consultation in January/February
2016, along with the Preferred Options Consultation of October – December 2016, and the Alternative
Sites Consultation of April – June 2017. In brief summary we consider that sites S/058/005a and
S/058/006a are significantly more acceptable in planning terms than other housing allocation options
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for Great Ayton. Our further comments and representations are set out below. For reference these
representations include the following information: • Covering Letter from Carter Jonas dated 17
September 2019; • Appendix 1 Heritage Technical Note – BWB, dated 16 September 2019; • Appendix
2 Summary of sites assessed within Great Ayton as part of the Emerging Local Plan, dated 16
September 2019; • Call for Sites Consultation Representations – Carter Jonas, dated 4 September
2015; • Easby Lane East Masterplan - Pegasus, dated August 2015; • Easby Lane East Landscape
Statement – Pegasus, dated August 2015; • Flood Risks and Drainage Constraints – iD Civils Design
Ltd dated August 2015; • Easby Lane East Heritage Report – Cater Jonas dated December 2016; and
• Croft Transport Solutions Report and Drawings dated August 2015 Most Suitable Location of
Residential Development in Great Ayton With regards to the most suitable location housing development
within Great Ayton, we understand that the sites set out in the table within Appendix 1 have been
assessed since the Call for Sites in 2015 and have all been considered as part of the Site Sustainability
Assessment. It is therefore clear from the table that a large number of the sites within Great Ayton are
unsuitable for development due to flood risk, landscape, conservation/heritage impacts and distance
to services. It also highlights that there are inconsistencies with the Sustainability Appraisal Site
Assessment and the way in which sites were assessed and discounted/preferred. It is clear from a
review of the sites assessed within the Site Sustainability Assessment and our additional comments
below that the originally preferred sites at Easby Lane Ref S/058/005a and S/058/006a are the most
suitable for residential development, in particular site S/058/005a as set out within the assessment
below. This reinforces the concerns that we have in relation to the Council’s Site Selection Methodology
which at the late stages of the Plan have been used to select site GTA1 over site S/0058/005a. We
therefore consider that the selection of site GTA1 is unsound and not justified. Preferred Options –
Easby Lane sites (Ref S/058/005a and S/058/006a) We are concerned that the merits of these sites,
in particular site S/058/005a and also the local support for these sites has not been considered in
significant detail, resulting in their dismissal in favour of alternative site GTA1, which we consider has
more constraints to development and is not the most suitable site for development within the village.
Site S/058/005a Heritage and Conservation Site S/058/005a is located on the southern edge of the
village, some 250m beyond the southernmost limb of the Great Ayton Conservation Area. There are
no listed buildings within close proximity to the site with the nearest being Grade II Listed Orchard
House, approximately 365m to the north east. The site is located well to the south of the historic core
of the village, with properties built on Wainstones Drive/Byemoor Avenue comprising modern bungalows,
detached and semi-detached dwellings dating from the 1970’s, arranged in a medium density suburban
layout located adjacent to the northern boundary. The development of this site would therefore not
result in any heritage and conservation impacts in comparison to site GT1 which would have a
detrimental on the Conservation Area and nearby listed buildings. Under criterion 10 of the Council’s
Sustainability Appraisal Site Assessment the site is identified as amber, however it is located
approximately 250m to the south of the Conservation Area boundary and has no visual relationship
with it. We therefore consider that there are errors with the assessment as this element of the
Sustainability Appraisal should be graded green and not amber. In relation to archaeology a search
of North Yorkshire HER has identified that there are no recorded archaeological assets within site
S/058/005a. The nearest is the Parish Record for Great Ayton 2058, NY SMR Number: MNY32450
on land to the west of the site, which is for all the generic parish finds. The rest of the listed finds have
been within the core of the village/conservation area. Unlike other housing allocation options there
would be no significant harm to any heritage asset. The August 2015 Landscape and Visual Statements
submitted to earlier representations on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Limited show the Zone of Actual
Visibility in respect of the proposed residential development of the land includes only the fields
themselves and their immediate surroundings, plus a number of more distant viewpoints on higher
ground, beyond the railway line to the east of Great Ayton. As a result of the above, it is reasonable
to conclude the proposed allocation of the land for housing and subsequent development will have no
impact on the Conservation Area from built form. In summary, the allocation of the land for housing
will have no impact on the character or significance of Great Ayton Conservation Area or upon its
setting. There will be no direct or indirect effects on any listed building, whether statutorily or locally
designated or upon the setting of any listed building. This view is supported by the Council’s Heritage
Background Paper and Impact Assessment (August 2018) which states “there is no indirect effect
upon designated heritage assets as a result of site allocation”. Landscape A Landscape and Visual
Statement has been undertaken by the Pegasus Group (copy attached to these representations for
reference) and was submitted as part of the Call for Sites consultation. The Statement concludes that
the visual envelope of the site is relatively limited and the number of visual receptors is quite small
due to local landforms and existing vegetation. The underlying character of the site is ‘urban fringe
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farmland’. As a result, the southern edge of the settlement has a relatively low sensitivity to change.
It also concludes that the landscape value of the site is relatively low because it does not have any
specific designations, nor does it have any perceived cultural or historic value to the community. The
majority of potential views from the north of the site would be restricted by the existing built form of
Great Ayton. Therefore clear views of the site from the north would be restricted to a few residential
properties in close proximity to the northern boundary. The development would not be visible from the
core of the settlement or anywhere within the Conservation Area. Mature vegetation surrounding the
playing fields would largely restrict views from these recreational areas. To the east views are greatly
restricted by the existing tall hedgerow which defines this boundary. As mentioned above, the elevated
locations along the ridge line between Roseberry Topping and Captain Cook’s Monument will afford
glimpses of the site when walking along this section of the Cleveland Way long distance recreational
route. Views from the south-west are principally restricted to Easby Lane and the agricultural fields on
the opposite side of the lane. There may be distant glimpses from Public Footpath 10.57/4/1 and Green
Lane. Views from the south are similarly limited by the layering effect of hedgerows and scattered
trees. There may be some glimpsed views from Cross Lane and the footpath which runs towards the
site from Little Ayton. It recognises that the replacement of arable fields with residential development
would alter the character of the site and impact on existing views of Roseberry Topping from the
approach to the village. It also identifies that the site will be visible from Roseberry Topping and Captain
Cook’s Monument. However the resulting development would reinforce the existing pattern of
development and would not be at odds with the surrounding townscape. Equally such impact on the
views from Roseberry Topping and Captain Cook’s Monument could be mitigated by sensitive
landscaping and retaining key views through the site. The Statement concludes that the character of
the neighbouring sports pitches would be retained and enhanced by the creation of the extensive area
of open space within the eastern portion of the site. Flood Risk We note the comments raised from
local residents in relation to surface water flood risk on Easby Lane. A Flood Risk and Drainage
Constraints Report, prepared by iD Civils Design Ltd dated 27.07.15, was submitted as part of earlier
representations which demonstrates that any risks of surface water flooding could be managed by
Sustainable Drainage Measures (SuDs). Sustainability Representations submitted to the ‘Call for Sites’
Consultation (August 2015) in relation to this site set out the sustainability merits of the site (copy
attached to these representations for reference). Whilst it was demonstrated that the site is conveniently
located to a number of local facilities and amenities these were based on routes along the public
highway and are accessible to those with impaired mobility or parents with push chairs. It was however
noted within these representations that there are a number of public footpaths adjacent to the site. For
example, the public footpath which runs along the eastern boundary and across the playing fields
provides a direct convenient and attractive route to the centre of Great Ayton and the facilities it offers,
taking approximately five minutes to walk from the centre of the site. Taylor Wimpey UK Limited have
a right of way along an existing track along the northern boundary of the site which provides access
to the existing sports pitches beyond and also the public footpath, This track could be enhanced as
part of a proposal for the development of this site to enhance links to the Cricket and Football Clubs,
the existing footpath and also the centre of Great Ayton. It is evident from the Council’s Sustainability
Appraisal Site Assessment (criteria 9) that the distance from site S/0058/005a to services has been
assessed based on routes along the public highway. Whilst it is acknowledged in criteria 3 of the
Assessment that “there are limited links to either footpaths, cycle routes and/or the public transport
network, with the potential to connect to an network” there is no recognition of this potential within
criteria 9. This highlights a fundamental flaw with the assessment. This potential should be considered
as the creation of a new footpath link will significantly improve the sustainability of the site and enable
the centre of the village to be accessed on foot within 5 – 10 minutes, reducing the need to travel by
car and reducing pressure on parking in the village. It would also be a significant benefit to the local
community. If a link is created to the public footpath the village hall would be approximately 600m to
the north of the site, not 1127.69m stated within the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal Site Assessments,
making this criteria green not red. Also via a footpath link Waterfall Park is approximately 400m to the
north. Land to the east of this site is within the ownership of the Southall Family who are supportive
of the creation of a footpath link, area of open space including a play area/recreation area to improve
sustainability and also enhance the community benefits of the development of the site S/0058/005a.
An indicative masterplan was included within previous representations showing how the site could be
developed along with open space to the east. We also note that the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal
Site Assessments for Easby Lane east identifies that the site is actually closer to a convenience store
(276.53m Green) than site GTA1: Skottowe Crescent which is 1139.41m (Red) away. Given that the
sustainability of land to the east of Easby Lane (S/0058/005a) can be improved as part of the
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development and the fact that the site is closer to a convenience store makes this site a significantly
more sustainable preference over land at Skottowe Crescent (GTA1). Statutory Consultees We note
that there were no objections from any statutory consultees in relation to this site S/058/005a.
Community Support The Council’s Consultation Statement states that “the majority of respondents
supported the conclusion of the initial site assessment which identified part of the site as suitable for
development”. There is also a significant level of support which is evident from a large proportion of
the preferred options comments. We note the objection from Great Ayton Parish Council however we
question the validity of this given the following comments from local residents: Mrs Denise Dale (ID:
1049537) to the Preferred Options Consultation – “I discovered quite by chance that during the
scheduled Parish Council meeting on 6th December 2016 that Councillors planned to ratify a decision
regarding their preferred option as a future housing site. This item did not appear on the Agenda for
that meeting. It appeared that on a previous occasion, Councillors had rejected HDC’s preferred
housing site in Great Ayton (References S/058/005 and S/058/006). The Council’s preferred housing
site is land off Skottowe Crescent (Site Reference S/058/013). These discussions have, to my
knowledge, never been communicated to the people of Great Ayton. Additionally, it was announced
at the meeting on 6th December that a developer for the Site Ref. S/058/013 had been identified and
plans were produced which allowed for the construction of 49 dwellings. As we were still within the
consultation period, I found this information most disturbing. I have no way of knowing whether or not
all the above is usual practice, but it seems to me profoundly underhand and undemocratic.” Mr E
Collingwood (ID: 1056482) to the Preferred Options Consultation – “At the Parish Council meeting
06.12.16 the Councillors’ preferred site was Skottowe Crescent 058/013 instead of Hambleton’s
preferred sites at Easby Lane. The reasons given were that the Easby Lane sites flood, there is traffic
congestion at Bridge Street/Easby Lane and they are a long distance from the village services. It is
accepted that occasionally, during severe weather, part of the site floods to the south of Byemoor and
Angrove. This issue needs to be resolved regardless of any further development. However, if these
sites were developed it would provide an opportunity for HDC to include resolution of this problem as
a condition of planning approval. This would benefit existing residents currently affected. In our view
flooding of this nature is not an issue to prevent these sites being developed. Residents of Easby Lane
have the option of using Bridge Street, West Terrace, Mill Terrace and Little Ayton. The bottleneck on
Bridge Street, due to resident parking, is already creating a serious risk to traffic using Easby Lane
which is unacceptable. The grouped parking on the bend should not be permitted as it restricts the
visibility cones. This issue should be taken up as a matter of urgency with Highways. Construction
traffic restrictions could be put in place to route all traffic via the Easby to Stokesley Road. This would
have minimum impact on the village and Easby Lane residents.The sites in question are only marginally
further from the village centre to those of Byemoor and Angrove. If as a condition of the planning
approval for the developments, it was to include the upgrading of the existing footpath leading to the
centre of the village to a hard surface, this would be of great community benefit to residents of Easby
Lane and Great Ayton Cricket and Football Club.” It is clear that the local communities views are not
being represented by Great Ayton Parish Council and should be disregarded. There is also support
for the development of this site from Members of Great Ayton Cricket & Football Club which is highlighted
below in relation to community benefits. We note that objections raised by locals relate predominately
to access and surface water flooding.These technical issues have been addressed within the information
provided above. Overall we consider that there is a significant level of community support for the
residential development of site S/0058/005a. Community Benefits The development of site S/0058/005a
has the potential to provide a range of community benefits. There is an opportunity to explore the
possibility of enhancing the community access to the Great Ayton Cricket and Football and the sports
facilities to the east as Taylor Wimpey UK Limited have an interest in the land to the east. Taylor
Wimpey UK Limited are willing to discuss this possibility further with the Council. The Sports Clubs
are supportive of the site coming forward for development (see comments from Mr Keith Wilcox (ID:
1050566) on behalf of Members of Great Ayton Cricket & Football Club to the preferred options
consultation) which state: “The site will offer the least disruption to the village and realise significant
opportunities for the residents of the village in enhancement of the sports facilities at Leven Park and
walk ways to and from the sports fields. Housing development at Easby Lane can bring some
advantages, if the project plan to build included discussions with the developers to support the project
with an improved walkway from the metal bridge at Suggetts up to the sports field and across to the
housing development. Local residents may then use this route to walk down into the village, rather
than use cars. Discussions with the developers about improved vehicle access into the sports fields,
when they are laying the service road to the housing site could also be negotiated. Under the banner
of disturbance while the housing development takes place, negotiations could also be considered to
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assist with developments and improvement to the sports ground, which would bring significant benefits
to many residents of the village and for generations to come. Members from the Club feel that the
Easby Lane site for housing has significantly more appeal and benefits than the other proposals in the
village for new housing”. As mentioned above there is a public footpath (10.57/4/1) which passes to
the east of the site and links to Great Ayton Cricket Club and Football Club and the centre of the village
beyond. Taylor Wimpey UK Limited have a right of way along an existing track along the northern
boundary of the site which provides access to the existing sports pitches beyond and also the public
footpath, This track could be enhanced as part of a proposal for the development of this site to enhance
links to the Cricket and Football Clubs and also the centre of Great Ayton. In addition to the creation
of an enhanced link to the existing footpath, as identified above, there is also the opportunity to create
an area of open space including a play area within the land to the immediate east of the site
S/0058/005a, as this is within the Southall family’s control and they are keen for the development of
the site to enhance community facilities. Within the area of open space there will be the potential for
biodiversity enhancements to offset any potential impacts that the development of the site would create.
It is therefore clear a range of community benefits associated with the development of site S/0058/005a
which follows the promotion of health and safe communities advocated within chapter 8 of NPPF.
Conclusions on S/0058/005a In light of the above it is considered that the site S/0058/005a is a
significantly better option especially given the community benefits that can potentially be delivered
from the development of this site in comparison to site GTA1. It is clear from the above assessment
that the benefits of site S/0058/005a have not been thoroughly considered resulting in the selection
of site GTA1, which is less sustainable and will impact on the conservation area and nearby listed
buildings. The above highlights and reinforces the concerns that we have in relation to the Council’s
Site Selection Methodology which at the late stages of the Plan have been used to select site GTA1
over site S/0058/005a. We therefore consider that the selection of site GTA1 is unsound and not
justified. S/058/006a - Long Term Potential From a strategic point of view there is also the potential in
the future to bring forward land to the west of Easby Lane (S/058/006a) should additional land be
required to meet housing need as this site is also available for development and has been promoted
through the preparation of the Local Plan. This site has no constraints to development, which has been
demonstrated within the technical information submitted to earlier rounds of consultation. Development
of this site will not have any impact on the Conservation Area or any designated heritage assets due
to its location to the south of Great Ayton. The Landscape Visual Impact Statement submitted in support
of the site also demonstrates that the site would not be readily visible from the National Park because
of the intervening landscaping and landforms. It is recognised that the site would be partially visible
from the top of Roseberry Topping and Captain Cook’s Monument, but the site would be seen within
the context of the existing settlement and therefore would not appear unduly prominent or incongruous.
Therefore it is considered that the development of the site would have a minimal impact on the setting
of the North York Moors National Park.The site benefits from being within walking distance of a number
of services and facilities such as schools, shops, leisure and recreation, which can contribute to the
well-being and health of the community. Indeed the site is located within close proximity to Great Ayton
Football and Cricket Club, one of the most successful and active sports clubs within the region for all
age groups and levels. Equally, the site enjoys good transport linkages to the major centre of
Middlesbrough with its wide range of employment opportunities as well as Stokesley for a secondary
and higher education facilities. We note however that the site has scored poorly in relation to this
aspect of the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal Site Assessment, however we consider that the site
identified for allocation (GTA1) is only marginally closer to some facilities. There is also further scope
in the future for an extension to site S058/006a to the west, as Taylor Wimpey UK Limited have an
interest in land between Easy Lane and the A173 Stokesley Road (see site Ref S/058/006 for details).
Such an extension could provide the opportunity to meet in part the future market, affordable and
specialist housing needs of Great Ayton and the wider District and also enable a direct access onto
the A173 Stokesley Road, limiting traffic along Easby Lane and within the village centre. Land to the
west of Easby Lane is fully deliverable and represents a sustainable location for development.
Furthermore, the extension of site S058/006a to the west would not have any significant detrimental
impact on the wider landscape, heritage assets, or any other notable interests. Conclusions We
therefore consider that draft allocation GTA1 does not represent the best option in planning terms and
is consequently unsound. Site S/0058/005a should be reconsidered as it provides a deliverable option
which will not have an effect on heritage assets or the Conservation Area, whilst also providing a range
of community benefits. Site S/0058/006a and S/0058/006 provide a strategic opportunity for further
development of the village in future should the Council require additional housing land.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This site lies close to the boundary of the Great Ayton Conservation Area and its development would
impact upon the setting of a number of Listed Buildings in its vicinity including the Grade I Listed Church
of all Saints and the Grade II* Listed Ayton Hall. The Heritage Background Paper considers that the
development of this site will harm elements which contribute to the significance of these assets but
that there is an opportunity for enhancement through reinstatement of the historic strip field alignment.
We disagree with that conclusion and consider that the Heritage Background Paper has underplayed
the very important role that the allocated site makes to the setting and appreciation of the highly-graded
listed buildings and the conservation area. Comparison of the first edition OS county series of 1856
with the current map shows the degree to which historic settlement of Great Ayton has expanded to
its north and east. The allocated site forms part of the last vestige of the rural setting of the village.
This agricultural character makes an important contribution to the setting and appreciation of the listed
buildings and conservation area. The existing residential development to the west of the A173 already
impinges on views from the churchyard of the Grade I Listed All Saints Church and from the Grade II*
Ayton Hall. The loss of the site of this proposed allocation, would effectively sever these buildings from
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their rural setting harming their setting and appreciation. We do not agree that the harm is capable of
effective mitigation and recommend the site is deleted. Delete Site GTA1
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
This site lies close to the boundary of the Great Ayton Conservation Area and its development would
impact upon the setting of a number of Listed Buildings in its vicinity including the Grade I Listed Church
of all Saints and the Grade II* Listed Ayton Hall. The Heritage Background Paper considers that the
development of this site will harm elements which contribute to the significance of these assets but
that there is an opportunity for enhancement through reinstatement of the historic strip field alignment.
We disagree with that conclusion and consider that the Heritage Background Paper has underplayed
the very important role that the allocated site makes to the setting and appreciation of the highly-graded
listed buildings and the conservation area. Comparison of the first edition OS county series of 1856
with the current map shows the degree to which historic settlement of Great Ayton has expanded to
its north and east. The allocated site forms part of the lastvestige of the rural setting of the village. This
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agricultural character makes an important contribution to the setting and appreciation of the listed
buildings and conservation area. The existing residential development to the west of the A173 already
impinges on views from the churchyard of the Grade I Listed All Saints Church and from the Grade II*
Ayton Hall. The loss of the site of this proposed allocation, would effectively sever these buildings from
their rural setting harming their setting and appreciation. We do not agree that the harm is capable of
effective mitigation and recommend the site is deleted.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Delete site GTA 1
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I apologise at having to type in capitals.[Amended for ease of reading - see attached for original
submission] We purchased Ayton Hall Farm, TS9 6PS, grade 2 listed, in the conservation area of Gt
Ayton, in 1994, from the Mawer Trust, who are the present land owners regards the site in question.
They took, during the siging of our coveyance, part of our purchased glebe field to gain the access
route into their remaining land ie church drive. So, the access in from church drive in actual fact crosses
what was originally the glebe field that has a BD5 code, is historical and the bodies were transported
through this field to the All Saints Church, circa 1123. Could this actually be consemated ground? And
please consider the boundaries prior to 1994 land regisrty. To date the Glebe field is still rigg and
furrow. We have numerous artifacts found by a metal detector. ie muskett shot, lead toys, buttons,
coins, army badges, lead nails, shot cases etc all found around the area where the access from church
drive would enter the purposed site. I do feel that there is a great possibility that historically this could
be an area that should remain pasture and acknowledge it was part of the glebe field up until 1994
due to what could be found. Before we purchased Ayton Hall Farm. The owner Mr. Melvyn Rhodes of
Ayton Hall, had pre-emption to purchase the farm. In 1994 a public inquiry was held in Gt Ayton.
Hambleton dist council refused mr rhodes the planning permission he wanted, ie. to develop Ayton
Hall Farm into a 52 bedroom/bathroom extension to Ayton Hall, the Glebe field would convert from
pasture land into a tarmac car park and lights on the bridge to contend with excess traffic. Myself and
my husband spend many thousands of pounds before purchase and the public inquiry, on drawings
and structual reports. This later proved that the listed farm buildings could be converted into the Granary
and Dovecote dwellings, the milking sheds and cow byres would be used as stabling. The reports
proved after a 3 day public inquiry that the farm and land would stay and be converted sympathetically,
standing pretty much as it had for the last 300 yrs. Mr Rhodes lost his case with costs against him to
the sum of 50,000.00. The residents of Gt Ayton were glad that the derelict farm would now be
refurbished, the land would stay pasture and the area around Ayton Hall grade 2 star listed and All
Saints Church, walls and grave stones grade 1 would all continue to be set in their original state and
grounds. There would be no traffic lights on the cross roads on Guisborough Rd and Low Green at
the bridge. The council and residents did not want traffic lights as the noise and fumes from vehicles
and wagons standing on the red light would be poluting and noisey throuout the day and night. We
have spent hundreds of thousands of pounds during the conversion of the farm, helped HDC win the
public inquiry regards our structual reports and plans, yet only 25 yrs on, a modern building site of 30
homes allocated will ruin the area of all the listed buildings and land, of the church, hall and farm. The
world renowned Capt James Cook is associated with the hall, farm and church. In recent years Durham
University did a soil core test at Ayton Hall Farm and Ayton Hall, it was suggested that we were the
original saxon village to Gt Ayton. Settlements were situated by rivers, the river leven is only 500ft to
the south of our property. On the 11th/12th Sept 2019. I spoke and contacted numerous people from
the village, that have interests regards the curate from All Saints Church, the vicar, historians, librarians.
To my shock horror these people did not know of the proposed build, west of the Skottowe estate.
Previously other residents told me they knew nothing of the proposed site this is a lot of people. This
is appalling, that residents are not aware, my question is why?????? For a fair appraisal on all aspects
of the proposed build, residents needed to be made aware. I did receive an email from HDC stating
that they had previously had a blip where comments had not gone out into the public domain. I feel
protocol has not being adhered to therefore information, times and dates should be recalculated.
Crossing, at the cross roads at the bridge is dangerous. 30 houses will bring so much more traffic from
vehicles and the public, including extra children going to Marwood school. Satilitte navigation always
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brings cars and heavy goods vehicles, into the village by the bridge and cross roads. The site is outside
the village development plan. Previously the council stated this is not a preferred site, now it is, sorry
I am confused. Some land owners have not put forward their land, as it is outside the development
area thinking it could not have being an option, clearly it could have been. [redacted] I can not get
parked or walk into the village. For my prescriptions I have to park on double yellow lines outside the
chemist, shopping I have to drive to the next village to Stokesley. At 7.30pm in Gt Ayton, still no parking,
to collect a take away meal I had to double park whilst a family member collected food. More parking
would be needed in the village, but where? Both schools are at capacity. At the moment we can get
emergency appointments at the doctors, I feel this would change and once again at the present time,
parking here is becoming difficult. Residents near the doctors do not want their privacy or parking
spaces invaded. The sewrage line in Church Drive is only at a depth of 2 feet. Houses, roofs, gutters,
concrete paths cause flooding. There are massive amounts of wildlife and birds in this area. Skottowe
estate is a modern family estate with 18ft wide roads, not compatible with heavy goods vehicles passing
residents parked cars. Church drive is a purposed access either vehicle or footpath. This is an area
of the vunerable and elderly which would impact on their mental health and well being in the long and
shorterm. Apparently the land owners of the 2 fields eitherside of Easby Lane do want to put the land
forward for housing. Any housing in Gt Ayton is going to cause an impact which will always have to
be addressed but the site west of Skottowe estate does not make any sense in any way when there
are areas that could be better suited.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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Consideration is given below to the development requirements outlined in Part 2 of the Publication
Draft Local Plan relating to the Land at Skottowe Crescent (site GTA1). Site GTA1: Development
Requirements Access and highways • Vehicular, pedestrian, and cycle access point/s are to be taken
from Skottowe Crescent, with secondary access from Church Drive. • Works will be required to extend
and improving the pedestrian links to the site, including to the open space to the south of the site and
to the local centre including the extension of the footway, appropriate pedestrian crossings, where
necessary • Works will be required towards the provision/ development/ maintenance of the
Stokesley/Great Ayton Cycleway. A review of the site access has been prepared by Topping Engineers
which confirms that pedestrian and vehicular access is achievable from both Skottowe Crescent and
Church Drive. David Holmes Properties will work with the Council to ensure that the other requirement
are provided where necessary as part of any future planning application. Flood, drainage and water
management • A small strip of land to the east of the site is vulnerable to surface water flooding. A
site specific flood risk assessment will be required, any necessary attenuation measures and other
mitigation measures should be incorporated and taken into account in the overall design and layout
of the site. The site is entirely located within flood zone 1 and is therefore at the lowest risk of fluvial
flooding. An initial drainage assessment has been undertaken which has not identified any surface
water flooding issues. There is a drainage ditch to the north of the site already used for surface water
drainage but if a small area of land to the east of the site is identified as vulnerable to surface water
flooding in the flood risk assessment undertaken, this can be addressed through the detailed design
of the scheme during the planning application process. Biodiversity and landscaping • A preliminary
Ecological Appraisal and possible Ecological Impact Assessment will be required at the planning
application stage. There are three statutory designated nature conservation sites within 2km of the
site; Langbaurgh Ridge SSSI (1km to the north), Cliff Ridge SSSI (1.7km to the north east), and North
York Moors National Park (1.2km to the east). The site is within the outermost Impact Risk Zone (IRZ)
of the North York Moors SSSI. • Existing boundary features should be retained to protect existing
habitats, this includes hedgerows and mature trees. At the southern, western and northern boundaries
new landscaping should be provided to strengthen the existing retained vegetation and soften the
edges of the site. • The site is within the North Yorkshire Green Infrastructure corridor and the
development should seek to enhance connectivity to adjacent green infrastructure areas of accessible
local green space . A high-level ecological assessment of the site has been undertaken by Smeeden
Foreman which concluded that, “The site is generally considered to be of low conservation value, being
predominately arable cropland, with hedgerows and field margins comprising plant communities of
widespread occurrence and characteristic of the habitats present in the wider area and common
nationally. No rare or locally uncommon plant species or invasive species as listed under the Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) were detected at the site at the time of the survey”. In terms
of statutory sites, it was concluded that, “Due to the lack of complimentary habitats present within the
application site, and the nature and scale of the development works, it is considered that there will be
no significant adverse effect on nature conservation designated sites in the local area”. The retention
of existing boundary hedgerows and trees, where possible, is supported along with the provision of
further landscaping within the scheme. The retention, protection and enhancement of the existing
boundary planting, as well as any features of ecological value that are identified within the site, can
be achieved effectively as part of any future proposals and a significant additional landscape planting
across the site as part of development will also provide opportunities for biodiversity enhancements.
Heritage • A Heritage Statement will be required with the planning application and pay particular
attention to boundary of the site as Great Ayton Conservation Area bounds the site, and there are a
number of listed buildings. The statement will need to careful consideration the layout, scale, massing
and design of development and identify how the development will not cause harm to the elements that
contribute to the significance of these heritage assets, and consideration is to be given to the contribution
of the setting to the significance of heritage assets and how development can enable that significance
to be appreciated. • The site has archaeological potential, particularly for later prehistoric and
Romano-British settlement. The site is in an area of strip fields but has been amalgamated into a
modern field. An archaeological assessment will be required. • Development should reinstate the
historic linear strip field alignment. • The design and layout must acknowledge and respond to the
intervisibility between the site and the conservation area and nearby listed buildings In August 2018,
a background paper was commissioned by Hambleton District Council to consider the heritage impact
of proposed allocations in the emerging Local Plan. The need for this arose as a result of comments
made by Historic England on each site where further consideration of heritage issues was
recommended. The assessment undertaken by Surface (2018) states in relation to site GTA1: “In order
to preserve the margin of the conservation area and setting of nearby listed buildings, the following
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recommendations will help to maintain the significance of the heritage asset and mitigate any potential
harm: • Reduce the housing capacity allocated to the site (likely to be able to accommodate no more
than 30 houses) to help maintain aspects of open space and glimpsed views of the countryside from
within the conservation area and from listed buildings; • The site proposals should be designed to
reinstate historic linear strip field alignments at this location; • New development within the site should
maintain the aesthetic value of the conservation area by utilising sympathetic building materials that
complement the historic buildings within the conservation area, e.g. brick and pantile or slate roofs;
and • Separation of the site from heritage assets should be maintained through landscaping of
hedgerows and trees along the southern boundary of the site. Archaeological assessments of potential
direct effects on non-designated heritage assets should be undertaken at a planning application stage,
if required. Any proposed development would need to be in conformity with the Local Plan and the
NPPF”. A score of – was given to this site by Surface, and that development of the site would have a
negative effect on heritage assets which could be mitigated. The subsequent development requirement
of GTA1 outlined within the Publication Draft Local Plan provides details of the site-specific heritage
requirements (previous page). David Holmes Properties Limited supports the Council’s conclusion
that any potential harm can be mitigated through design and layout and fully supports the identification
of the site as a draft allocation in the Publication Draft Local Plan. It is accepted that a specific Heritage
Impact Assessment of this site will be required to accompany a planning application. This will identify
the assets which could be affected by the proposed development; consider the significance and setting
of the identified heritage assets; assess the effects of the proposed development on the significance
of the identified heritage assets; demonstrate how the proposal has explored ways to maximise
enhancement and minimise harm; and consider the appropriateness and acceptability of the scheme
in light of the current legislation and policy relevant for decision making. ELG Heritage have reviewed
the site and consider that a suitable scheme can be achieved which encompasses high quality design
to respond carefully to the sensitivity of this site. The housing capacity of the site has been reduced
from an initial perceived 49 dwellings to around 30 dwellings which will help maintain elements of open
space within the wider site. The reduced density will also enable the retention of glimpsed views from
the south and south-west. It is important to fully consider the impact of the proposed scheme on the
setting of the neighbouring heritage assets and that suitable landscaping will be enhanced to maintain
and re-establish the rural field boundaries. It is recognised that the former strip field alignments are of
historic interest and these can be either re-established within the layout and landscaping of the design
or interpreted within the built form. Field boundaries will be enhanced to strengthen this form and
historic reference. Through the use of appropriate materials this development will sit comfortably within
this area, which forms part of the setting to the Great Ayton Conservation Area. Local prevalent materials
are stone with pantile roof but houses along Skottowe Crescent are more modern of brick and concrete
tile construction. It is agreed that a more traditional approach to the built form would be more appropriate
in this location as suggested in the Surface assessment. Hedgerows and trees will be maintained
along the southern boundary of the site and enhanced to reflect the historic grain of the field pattern.
In conclusion, it is clear that a scheme which takes into account the requirements of draft policy, NPPF
and heritage background paper can be readily achieved on the site. A Buried Heritage Assessment
and Geophysical Survey have been prepared by Prospect Archaeology (see Appendix A) [see attached
submission] which confirms that: The results of the geophysical survey show the alignment of
post-medieval ploughing and the former field boundaries as seen on historic maps. The single ditch-like
anomaly can be clearly linked to the surface water drainage route shown on the utilities plan. The site
has clearly been in agricultural use for a considerable time, probably since at least the medieval period
and it is considered that the potential for anything other than Locally significant agriculturally related
remains of the medieval and later periods is low. Whilst there is evidence within the parish for prehistoric,
Roman and, more substantially, medieval activity, the absence of any anomalies within the geophysical
survey suggest an absence of activity in these periods within the site. The potential for archaeological
activity not identified by the geophysical survey is considered low based on the limited evidence for
such activity elsewhere in the research undertaken. No further archaeological work is recommended,
the evidence suggesting an absence of any activity other than ploughing and a modern drainage route.
Notwithstanding the above, if required, further archaeological assessment can be undertaken to
determine the potential of revealing evidential value from the site. This, alongside a Heritage Impact
Assessment to consider and minimise impact on the above ground heritage assets, will also be provided
and will inform the design of the proposal. Other planning considerations • The site is in a minerals
safeguarding area; safeguarding considerations will need to be adequately addressed with engagement
with North Yorkshire County Council. This will be dealt with as part of any subsequent planning
application. It should also be noted that most of the land around Great Ayton and the wider area is
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part of the same safeguarding area. Utility provision • A public sewer crosses the site and Northumbrian
Water will require it to be diverted or placed within a suitable easement. If placed in an easement this
should be incorporated into the landscaping and overall layout of the site. There are no issues with
this requirement and either scenario. The public sewer only crosses a very small area (northern corner)
of the site and can be readily accommodated within the detailed development proposals. A copy of
the NWL sewer records can be found at Appendix B. Design, landscaping, open space provision and
green corridors • Development/ buildings should address the open space to the south of the site and
be set back from the southern boundary with landscaping and open space. The design and layout
should ensure that vehicles/ vehicular access do not dominate views into the site from the conservation
area and listed buildings. • Development statement submitted should carefully consider the height,
scale, and massing of development, with particular regard to the southern part of the site, in order to
ensure that development will not cause harm to the elements that contribute to the significance of the
conservation area or the setting of the listed buildings and protect the residential amenity of neighbouring
properties especially the neighbouring properties on Church Drive. There are not considered to be
any issues raised that cannot be addressed through the detailed design and layout of a scheme which
take into account these requirements and those set out in relation to heritage matters. It is considered
that the Local Plan is positively prepared. Justified The allocation of land for future housing development
in Great Ayton is fully justified and considered to the most appropriate strategy for the reasons outlined
in these representations. Effective It has been demonstrated through these and earlier representations
that the Land Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (site. GTA1) is a deliverable proposition for housing
development and can come forward early in the plan period to provide much needed market and
affordable housing in the District.These representations have also demonstrated that a detailed scheme
for the site can be delivered which meets the suggested development requirements outlined in Part 2
of the Publication Draft Local Plan relating to the Land at Skottowe Crescent (site GTA1). It is therefore
considered that the proposed allocation of the Land at Skottowe Crescent and its accompanying policy
are effective. Consistent with National Policy The allocation of land in Great Ayton for residential
development is consistent with the policies in NPPF to promote sustainable development in rural areas.
The Council’s approach of identifying land for future housing development in Great Ayton, one of the
most sustainable service villages is therefore sound and accords with national planning policy.
Conclusions on Deliverability As these representations have demonstrated, the site represents a
suitable, sustainable location for residential development, with no physical or environmental constraints
that would restrict its development and which could not be mitigated effectively. Furthermore, the site
is available now and could come forward early in the Plan period to ensure that the Council maintains
an appropriate supply of housing. The NPPF states that for sites to be considered ‘deliverable’ they
should be: “sites for housing should be available now, offer a suitable location for development now,
and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within 5 years”.
Suitability • The site has excellent links to shops, services and education provision in Great Ayton; •
The site is not subject to any heritage, ecological, or landscape designations that would preclude
development and which could not be effectively mitigated; • The site is wholly within Flood Zone 1 and
therefore at the lowest risk of flooding; and • The site is adjacent to a predominantly residential area
and redevelopment for residential; purposes would not introduce an incompatible land use. Availability
• There are no ownership constraints to development; the landowners are willing to dispose of the land
for residential purposes; the site is available now. Achievability • Ground conditions are appropriate
for residential development; no significant remediation will be required; and • Safe and suitable access
can be provided In view of all the above, delivery of the site for residential development is achievable
well within five years. For the reasons outlined above, David Holmes Properties Limited fully supports
its proposed allocation at Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton for housing in the Local on the basis it
represents an excellent, appropriate opportunity for the low impact release of a site adjacent - and
well related - to an existing residential area, which is capable of making a strong positive contribution
towards the housing development required in the District over the plan period. There is a need to
ensure that there is sufficient land allocated to ensure a flexible and responsive range of sites for
consistent delivery of housing to meet the objectively assessed requirements over the plan period as
required by the NPPF. The site is deliverable, as: • It is AVAILABLE for development NOW • It offers
a SUITABLE LOCATION for development NOW • A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT of housing can be
delivered on the site within 5 years • Development of the site is VIABLE The development of the right
mix of housing on the site in accordance with evidenced based housing needs of the locality and will
fulfil the three dimensions for sustainable development as identified by NPPF: Economic Contributing
to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right
type is available in the right places and at the right time to support growth and innovation; and by
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identifying and coordinating development requirements, including the provision of infrastructure. Social
Supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing required to
meet the needs of present and future generations; and by creating a high quality built environment,
with accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its health, social and
cultural well-being; and Environmental Contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and
historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural resources
prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving
to a low carbon economy.
Comment by

Mr Andrew Metcalfe (1104745)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
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protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
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suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby lane - See attached document with map

Comment by

Dr H Thomas (1114817)

Comment ID

LPreg19-542

Response Date

17/09/19 11:25
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live Protecting what is special about Hambleton The Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: Poorly related to the
existing settlement Detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area Unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding Significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
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planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: Deemed unsuitable by Historic England Deemed unsuitable by Natural
England Deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd Opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Objective (SAO) SAO I Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO 3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO 5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO 8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO 9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence . They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to
the south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping
area and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over
1,000m and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe
Crescent the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control
with the A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the
Crescent in order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a
specific risk assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be
available for inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red.
SAO 10 The commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures
may be appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the
site makes to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church
of All Saints' which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church
yard which is the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking
into account the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request
evidence that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully
justified and evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would
contend that this site should be scored red. SAO 11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the
development make provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What
evidence is there to suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a
viability appraisal? It is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to
overcome which will be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is
the development of 30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative
sites which have been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest
that this section be scored amber/red. SAO 12 The prompt score is Neutral-we would contend the site
development would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and
Skottowe Crescent have single point road/pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent
with Church Drive would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the
fear of crime and unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility
Provision Has Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within
Skottowe Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present
the existing system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of
occasions over the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall
pipework the camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is
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required for consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July,
2017, Mr R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to
which he claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as
preferred for development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to
site area ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAO 5 and note it is scored red
due to its impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip
of land running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make
more sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer
to marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village . Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the 'Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its
loss to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings.
It is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - See attached document with map

Comment by

Mrs C Moore (1057099)

Comment ID
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live Protecting what is special about Hambleton The Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: Poorly related to the
existing settlement Detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area Unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding Significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) Unresolved ecological concerns in particular
access to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent.
Significant adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce
or eliminate such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to
understand why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not
suitable to now preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: Deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England Deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd Opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Objective {SAO) SAO 1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO 3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO 5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
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development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO 8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO 9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO 10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO 11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO 12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAO 5 and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village . Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the 'Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its
loss to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings.
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It is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby - see attached document with map
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Response Date

17/09/19 11:54

Consultation Point

GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 - LPreg19-548 - Pennock_Redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 13

Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
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and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map

Comment by

Mr & Mrs Moody (1057160)

Comment ID

LPreg19-555

Response Date

17/09/19 12:21

Consultation Point

GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 - LPreg19-555 - Moody_Redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 16

General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
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that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map

Comment by

Mr John Howard Whitehead (1100228)
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Comment ID

LPreg19-592

Response Date

17/09/19 16:15

Consultation Point

GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 - LPreg19-592 - Whitehead_Redacted.pdf
Collingwood Letter.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Not legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
With reference to the Draft Publication I disagree with the findings as the conclusions reached have
been based on misinformation and there has been potentially a breach of the Government guidelines
and I question if it is now legally complaint. This site also is in contravention to the conclusions reached
in the Sustainability Appraisal assessment and has deemed unsuitable by Historic England, Natural
England, report by Carter Jonas LLP and is opposed by over 90% of the respondents. The Report
does not address any of these issues and does not attempt to give any reasons for its conclusions. I
am also at a loss to understand why this site is now the preferred option and Easby Lane which fulfils
all the criteria and was the original preferred site has been disregarded. I am also concerned by the
intervention of the Parish Council (see my earlier letter) [no supplied] who from the outset was seemingly
intent on removing Easby Lane as a preferred site. I also refer you to Mr. Collingwoods letter of the
11th September which details a lot of the issues which I now refer. Key issues within the Sustainability
Assessment Objective which have been disregarded or listed as irrelevant but should be reviewed
are: SAO 1, SAO 3, SAO 5, SAO 8, SAO 9, SAO 10, SAO ll, and SAO 12 have all been marked down
and the importance has been understated. We believe that these sections should be 'Red' which would
have an impact on the decision of the preferred site. The Report fails to consider the current sewage
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system in the Skottowe area, third party ownership of land and the viability of the site, all of which
would again deem the site as being totally unsuitable as a preferred site within the Government
Guidelines. The Highways assessment has been cursory and is only looking at the potential Traffic
flows for the area. I therefore request that a detailed review and risk assessment is carried out for the
Skottowe and Easby Lane sites to establish the safety implications. It is my view that further development
of Skottowe posses a threat to life at the junction of the A173 and that the access road is not suitable
for further housing development. Unfortunately, the draft report is flawed as it has been based on
incorrect and misinformation and therefore the conclusions reached are wrong and potentially damaging
to Great Ayton and the wider community. I also feel that there has been a lack of transparency and a
failure to release responses long after the report was published means that a further review has to be
carried out prior to it being agreed by the Inspector and the final report is published. I look forward to
receiving your response regarding these matters.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane

Comment by

Dr Ibrahim Herkmen (1056623)

Comment ID

LPreg19-638

Response Date

17/09/19 16:11

Consultation Point

GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-17 Herkmen LPreg19-638_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I telephoned Hambleton Council regarding the above mentioned plan and spoke to [redacted] of the
Planning Department. I asked, how the local needs for further housing were evaluated. I was told that
it was based on population growth. I would like to receive a copy of the calculations. As a rate payer
effected by the plan, I would like answers to following questions: • Were the number of vacant houses
and the number of houses for sale in Hambleton and Great Ayton taken into account in the calculations?
If not, Hambleton and Great Ayton may even have a surplus of houses. Any new housing in Great
Ayton would draw migration from neighbouring Middlesbrough and this would be undesirable for us
ratepayers by putting pressure on Sewers, Traffic, Health Centre, Schools, etc. • How was the population
growth calculated? There would be a difference between the national figures and Hambleton, as the
North is a deprived region. Was this taken into account? • The main drains in Skottowe Crescent get
blocked often and Water Authority keeps coming out to clear them. I assume that the sewage drains
from proposed development are going to be connected to Skottowe Crescent main drains. Have the
Skottowe Crescent drain blockages been brought to the attention of Northumbria Water Authority,
when they were consulted about the adequacy of the Sewage System? If the answer to any of the
above questions is NO, then above plan should be reviewed, taking into account the points I have
raised. Otherwise the plan would be flawed. In case my request to review is refused, is there an
authority I can appeal to, apart from taking up the matter with my member of parliament?
Comment by

Mr & Mrs J Duffey (1057135)

Comment ID

LPreg19-537

Response Date

17/09/19 10:42

Consultation Point

GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-17 - LPreg19-537 - Duffey_Redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live Protecting what is special about Hambleton The Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: Poorly related to the
existing settlement Detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area Unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding Significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Objective (SAO) SAO 1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO 3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO 5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
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development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO 8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO 9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy l,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO 10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO 11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO 12 The prompt score is Neutral-we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAO 5 and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the 'Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its
loss to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings.
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It is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site. Yours faithfully
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map

Comment by

Mr P Steele (1056562)

Comment ID

LPreg19-535

Response Date

17/09/19 10:11

Consultation Point

GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.13

Files

2019-09-17 - LPreg19-535 - Steele_Redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton The Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: Poorly related to the
existing settlement Detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area Unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding Significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Objective (SAO) SA0 1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SA03 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SA05 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SA08 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SA09 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence . They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to
the south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping
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area and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over
1,000m and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe
Crescent the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control
with the A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the
Crescent in order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a
specific risk assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be
available for inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red.
SAO 10 The commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures
may be appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the
site makes to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church
of All Saints' which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church
yard which is the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking
into account the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request
evidence that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully
justified and evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would
contend that this site should be scored red. SAO 11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the
development make provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What
evidence is there to suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a
viability appraisal? It is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to
overcome which will be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is
the development of 30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative
sites which have been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest
that this section be scored amber/red. SAO 12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the
site development would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and
Skottowe Crescent have single point road/pedestrian access off the Al 73. Linking Skottowe Crescent
with Church Drive would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the
fear of crime and unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility
Provision Has Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within
Skottowe Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present
the existing system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of
occasions over the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall
pipework the camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is
required for consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July,
2017, Mr R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to
which he claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as
preferred for development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to
site area ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SA05 and note it is scored red due
to its impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of
land running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village . Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the 'Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its
loss to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings.
It is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map

Comment by

R & D Millington (1105063)
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GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)
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Processed
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2019-08-08 R Millington LPreg19-117_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 27

Dear Sir, I would like to express my concerns to the proposed housing development in the field at the
bottom of Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton, Middlesbrough. Great Ayton has a very poor bus service
to surrounding villages and to the town of Middlesbrough and the service seems to be shrinking all
the time. Consequently many shoppers in cars end up congesting the village, which is made even
more horrendous because of the cars parked on the side of the road. A large housing development
will create even more vehicles whose occupants want to shop in the village. The entrance and exit to
Skottowe Cresent from Guisborough can be quite daunting due to the amount of traffic using
Guisborough Road. Especially the traffic coming up the road from the bridge, often travelling quite
fast. It is surprising that there has never been an accident at this point. Another strain that will be put
on the village if this development goes forward is the on the Health Centre which at present just seem
to be coping, unless you require to see a certain Doctor, then you might have to wait a number of days
for that. The next village, Stokesley, has had a new private housing development built, but they have
had problems selling them and I believe the council has bought them to rent. I believe also the next
village in the other direction, Guisborough, has also had problems selling new houses and the council
has had to buy them. Property sale have dropped 16.5% year on year according to the latest figures.
The office of Budget Responsibility predicts that a no-deal would result in a 10% drop in house prices
between the start of 2019 and mid 2021. So who is going to purchase a property with a chance of
ending up with negative equity. The road down Skottowe Crescent is not very wide and if cars are
parked on the road, large vehicles will have difficulty getting down the road. My biggest concern is
that, as my drive is parallel to the edge of the field and exits onto the road where it stops at the field,
I can envisage great problems getting my car or caravan onto the road when I need to. There is a drop
from the road end into the field and when they start extending the road into this field, my drive is going
to be cut off!! This construction is not just going to happen overnight, it is going to go on for a very long
time, causing my wife and I great inconvenience!
Comment by

Mr Ernest Collingwood (1062462)

Comment ID
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
[This is a petition with 22 signatures] Access to this site will be taken from Skottowe Crescent and
Church Drive. We are amazed at the total lack of consideration given to these vulnerable and elderly
residents and feel that they should have been formally approached and consulted to seek their views
before publishing the HDC Planning preference. There appears to have been a total disregard for
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' as referred to in the attached letter. General Comments on Site
Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward'
in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation as follows: key priorities - 3 of
which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment Providing a special place to
live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to protect and enhance our
countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the above in mind we would
comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection methodology and scoring
process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process and not definitive. The
selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection of preferred site and
the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of transparency. Site
ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in;a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the existing settlement
detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton Conservation Area
unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved issue relating to
discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access to Church
Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant adverse
impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate such
impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand why
the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Objective (SAO) SAO 1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the Al 73, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 29

of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence . They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to
the south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping
area and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over
l,000m and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe
Crescent the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control
with the A173 to mitigate risks using this junction . Residents were asked to restrict parking on the
Crescent in order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a
specific risk assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be
available for inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red.
SAO 10 The commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures
may be appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the
site makes to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church
of All Saints' which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church
yard which is the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking
into account the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted . We would request
evidence that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully
justified and evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would
contend that this site should be scored red. SAO 11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the
development make provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What
evidence is there to suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a
viability appraisal? It is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to
overcome which will be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is
the development of 30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative
sites which have been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest
that this section be scored amber/red. SAO 12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the
site development would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and
Skottowe Crescent have single point road/pedestrian access off the A 173. Linking Skottowe Crescent
with Church Drive would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the
fear of crime and unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility
Provision Has Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within
Skottowe Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present
the existing system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of
occasions over the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall
pipework the camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is
required for consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July,
2017, Mr R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to
which he claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as
preferred for development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to
site area ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SA05 and note it is scored red due
to its impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of
land running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village . Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the 'Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its
loss to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings
. It is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that
bring into question the overall deliverability of the site. We look forward to receiving your response .
Supporting documents
If you would like you can support your representation with supporting documents. Please provide a description
for any documents you upload and clearly reference them in your representation statement above.
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If you want to refer to a publication that is available elsewhere or that is subject to copyright that you do not
control please provide a link to a website where it is available or give a full reference (including author(s),
full title and date of publication) in your comment.
By submitting a supporting document you give permission for the council to use it for the purposes of drawing
up planning policy for Hambleton and to reproduce the document for such purposes.
Please note: There is no limit to the size of documents that can be uploaded but please only upload relevant
documents and consider the use of extracts for long documents.
To upload more than one document first select your first document and upload it, then save your comment
using the 'Save as draft' button at the bottom of the page. You can then select another document to upload.
Please be aware that documents that are uploaded will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please
take care to make sure that no personal information such as email or postal addresses is included.

Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Yes adopting alternative site at Easby Lane - see attached document with plan

Comment by

Mrs Sue Wilkinson (1050608)

Comment ID

LPreg19-1043

Response Date

06/11/19 15:58

Consultation Point

GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.9

Files

2019-09-17 9 signature petition
LPreg19-1043_Redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
[petition with 9 signatures] General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we
would like to quote from Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues
and Options Consultation as follows: • key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing
Caring for the Environment Providing a special place to live • protecting what is special about Hambleton
• the Plan will also look to protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character
of our villages. With the above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend
that the site selection methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal
opinionated process and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification
for both the selection of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence
for reasons of transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: • poorly
related to the existing settlement • detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including
Great Ayton Conservation Area • unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding • significant
unresolved issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) • unresolved ecological concerns in
particular access to Church Drive • highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe
Crescent. Significant adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options
which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are
at a loss to understand why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016)
was not suitable to now preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal
Assessment commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed
to steer the planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been
influenced by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified
that the Parish Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority
of Great Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council
and developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We
note that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: • deemed unsuitable by Historic England • deemed unsuitable by
Natural England • deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd •
opposed by 76 of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal
Assessment Schedule we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Objective (SAO) SA0
1 Commentary notes that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement
measures may be appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific,
this section should be scored red. SA03 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific
reference to the train station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train
station and infrequency of service. SA05 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where
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harm caused by development cannot be mitigated -red score. SA08 We note that the site was deemed
not suitable by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We
would, therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SA09 The site does not have good connectivity
to the village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A 173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right tum manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A 173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence . They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to
the south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping
area and village library approx 1,000m south east,Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over
1,000m and cricket and football facility l,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe
Crescent the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control
with the A 173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the
Crescent in order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the Al 73. Has a
specific risk assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be
available for inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red.
SAO 10 The commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures
may be appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the
site makes to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church
of All Saints' which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church
yard which is the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking
into account the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request
evidence that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully
justified and evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would
contend that this site should be scored red. SAO 11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the
development make provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What
evidence is there to suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a
viability appraisal? It is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to
overcome which will be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is
the development of 30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative
sites which have been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest
that this section be scored amber/red. SA012 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site
development would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and
Skottowe Crescent have single point road/pedestrian access off the A 173. Linking Skottowe Crescent
with Church Drive would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the
fear of crime and unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility
Provision Has Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within
Skottowe Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present
the existing system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of
occasions over the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall
pipework the camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is
required for consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July,
2017, Mr R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to
which he claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as
preferred for development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to
site area ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAO5 and note it is scored red
due to its impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip
of land running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make
more sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer
to marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village . Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the 'Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its
loss to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings.
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Itis evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative site at Easby Lane suggested

Comment by

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd ( - 1048401)

Comment ID

LPreg19-958

Response Date

17/09/19 14:28

Consultation Point

GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.12

Files

2019-09-17 Covering Letter Taylor Wimpey UK ,
Redacted LPreg 19-955 ...pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We welcome the acknowledgement of the need for housing within Great Ayton via the identification
of GTA1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton, however we have concerns in relation to the location and
characteristics of this site which are set out below. We therefore question draft housing allocation
GTA1 for the following reasons: • Heritage Impact • Landscape • Limited Community Support • Rationale
for the selection of the site • Comparison with other options Heritage Impact We note that Historic
England (Mr Ian Smith (ID: 1025458)) objected to the site at the Alternative Sites Consultation due to
the loss of this currently-open area and the potential harm to elements which contribute to the
significance of the Great Ayton Conservation Area and the setting of a number of Listed Buildings to
the south of the site. These include the Grade I Listed Church of All Saints and the Grade II* Listed
Ayton Hall. The Council’s Heritage Background Paper and Impact Assessment dated August 2018
(HBP) states that “development of the site has the potential to harm elements that contribute to the
significance of the heritage assets by altering the rural setting of Grade II* Listed Ayton Hall and Grade
I Listed Church of All Saints”.The southeastern corner of the site abuts the Conservation Area boundary
and has therefore been considered to be amber within the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal Site
Assessment. The closest listed building is the Grade II farm buildings to the north of Ayton Hall, which
are approximately 46m south east of the southern site boundary. BWB have undertaken a review of
the HBP in relation to the assessment of site GTA1 and a note containing their comments is appended
to this representation. The review identifies that the HBP fundamentally underestimates the scope and
degree of potential impacts that the development of the site would have upon the identified heritage
assets, some of which are of the highest Grade and of exceptional architectural and historic interest
in the national context. The contribution of sites to the significance, within setting, of these assets is
not assessed in sufficient detail to understand potential impacts, including impacts upon the
archaeological resource. The indication that development would not give rise to harm to the significance
of these assets, subject to the adoption of is not considered correct and the requirement set out in the
Plan that development should not cause harm will be unachievable. The review concludes that the
allocation of the site would be unsound. A brief summary is provided below of the heritage constraints
relevant to the site and the potential scope and degree of development impacts which would arise
should the allocation be brought forward. As noted in the HBP the site historically comprised a three
linear strip field, part of a wider field pattern extending to the west and indicative of a medieval foundation
as part of the agricultural setting to the historic settlement. The historic core of settlement falls to the
south of the site and the 1856 Ordnance Survey plan (surveyed 1853) shows Ayton Hall and associated
parsonage and All Saints Church with extensive grounds extending to the west and south. Footpath
links and tracks confirm the functional relationship between the settlement and fields extending to the
north. In particular a footpath (10.57/9/1) running along the western boundary of the site connects the
historic core and Conservation Area with the open landscape to the northwest. The site has remained
undeveloped although was enclosed to the east by residential estate development during the 1960s
along Skottowe Crescent and Church Drive. Further post-WW2 development to the north, east and
south of the historic core, which now falls within the Great Ayton Conservation Area, has effectively
enclosed the earlier settlement and visually detaching it from its historic landscape setting.The exception
is the open landscape within which the proposed allocation would be situated. The site facilitates
significant views onto the extended landscape available from the Conservation Area and in particular
from the churchyard of the Grade I Listed All Saints Church and from the curtilage of the Grade II*
Listed 17th century Ayton Hall, the likely site of the capital messuage of the Manor (a Hall is mentioned
in the 13th century). Mapping suggests a functional inter-relationship between the hall and the fields
to the north and north-east which includes the site and the footpath running to the western boundary
of the site as shown on historic mapping. The footpath allows for highly significant dynamic views into
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the Conservation Area in the approach from the north. These views take in the Ayton Hall building
group, All Saints Church, the Tower of Christ Church and the related parsonage within an attractive
wooded setting. The site remains a significant element within the setting of the Conservation Area and
the identified designated heritage assets falling to the south. It holds evidential value in illustrating the
historic agrarian foundation of settlement within Ayton and connects these assets with the wider
landscape extending to the north. It also facilitates and is a component of significant views towards
and from the historic settlement core. Development within the proposed allocation site will, on an
in-principle basis, give rise to harm to the significance of these heritage assets. It will bring built form
in closer proximity to them and, particularly in terms of All Saints Church and Christ Church, will lead
to the complete urban enclosure to building setting. The nature and experience of views will be harmed
including those available from the footpath immediately to the west of the site. Given the high grading
of listed buildings affected, the inter-related nature of the settings to these buildings and the Conservation
Area, the cumulative impact will potentially lead to substantial harm to significance Whilst, as suggested
within the HBP and the site requirements for the allocation harm can be reduced, it clearly is incapable
of being removed. As such the site requirement to “not cause harm” would be incapable of being
satisfied should a planning application be forthcoming. As such the allocation would give rise to harm
to the built historic environment. The suggested enhancement derived from the “reinstatement” of
historic field divisions is minimal and impractical given the need to also accommodate residential
development. Historic England, in Advice Note 3, The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in
Local Plans, states that “any proposals that would result in harm to heritage assets need to be fully
justified and evidenced to ensure that they are appropriate, including mitigation or compensation
measures.” The Council have not produced evidence which justifies the allocation of the site which
would outweigh the extent of harm identified. The allocation of the site is also unsustainable, when
alternative sites have been identified and are available where no significant harm to the historic
environment would arise. Historic England make clear that, in seeking to avoid harm, consideration
should be given to reasonable alternative sites and the HBP falls short of this step . In determining
whether a site allocation is appropriate in terms of the National Planning Policy Frameworks test of
soundness the Historic England Advice Notes states that it should be: “Justified in terms of any impacts
on heritage assets, when considered against reasonable alternative sites and based on proportionate
evidence.” On this basis we would consider that the proposed allocation, GTA1, is unsound and should
be deleted. Landscape Criteria 8 of the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal Site Assessment identifies
that there is the potential adverse impact as the site is within the buffer zone as identified by Natural
England. We note the comments from Natural England during the Alternative Site Consultation (ID:
1025772) which disagree with the site assessment and identify that the “sites lie between 600m and
1.4km from the North York Moors National Park. We advise that the Council consults the North York
Moors National Park National Park Authority regarding impacts on the special qualities and setting of
the National Park and whether Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) is necessary in order
to rule out such impact”. Statutory Consultees The comments available from the Alternative Sites
Consultation show that there are two objections from statutory consultees – Historic England and
Natural England, which we have commented on above. We also note that John Fletcher on behalf of
Great Ayton Parish Council has supported the allocation of the site, however we have concerns as to
whether this truly represents the local community as set out below. Community Support It is clear from
the Council’s Consultation Statement and the individual responses that the majority of those who
submitted comments are not supportive of the allocation of this site. A review of the comments from
the alternative sites consultation indicate there are 62 objections (including statutory consultees) and
only 6 comments of support. The majority of objections relate to heritage/conservation and traffic
impacts and surface water flooding issues. The comments received also suggest a more strategic plan
to the longer term development of the village through the selection of sites S/058/005a and S/058/006a.
Whilst the Parish Council is supportive of this site we are concerned that this support is not
representative of the local community given the number of objections and therefore the selection of
this site is not in the spirit of the Localism Act. This is highlighted by the letter of support from Mr Ernest
Collingwood (ID: 1062462), in relation to land at Skottowe Crescent, which identifies that “Great Ayton
Parish Council did not appear to have sought opinion or local knowledge from the residents of Skottowe
estate or adjacent properties”. Paragraph 16 of the NPPF states that Plans should: “be shaped by
early, proportionate and effective engagement between planmakers and communities, local
organisations, businesses, infrastructure providers and operators and statutory consultee”. We are
therefore concerned that the consultation undertaken to date is not effective. Rationale for the selection
of the site The Hambleton Local Plan Review Sustainability Appraisal: June 2019 identifies that site
GTA1 was selected as it “is considered to be a logical extension to the settlement and does not have
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any major constraints. There are a range of alternatives that perform very similarly, of which some are
less well related in terms of access to services, and others contain areas at risk of flooding”. We are
concerned that the constraints of this site (identified above) have not been adequately assessed
especially in comparison to the range of alternatives mentioned. In particular sites S/058/005a and
S/058/006a which are well related to the settlement in terms of access to services, have no major
constraints and have the potential for a range of community benefits along with support from the local
community. Conclusion in relation to GTA1 Overall we consider that draft site allocation GTA1 is
unsound as it is ‘unjustified’ and is considered to be an inappropriate option when considered against
the reasonable alternatives in Great Ayton, as demonstrated below. It is also unsound as it is not
consistent with national policy within the NPPF which seeks development that takes the opportunity
to improve the character and quality of an area and the way it functions.
Comment by

Great Ayton Cricket and Football Club ( Keith Wilcox
- 1229408)

Comment ID

LPreg19-852

Response Date

14/09/19 14:50

Consultation Point

GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.4

Files

2019-09-16 - LPreg19-852 Great Ayton Cricket and
Football Club_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
Further to our letter 11/12/2016 to the planning authority we are aware of the decision to propose the
preferred site for housing as the Skottowe crescent site in Great Ayton. In the light of this outcome the
Great Ayton Cricket and Football club would like to reiterate its previous comments that the Easby
Lane site for building would be a much better option. Changes to the local land scape and environment
which will have an effect on the local community are not always welcome, but change does come and
the burden of sharing the need for more housing in our communities does eventually need to be
accepted, and a suitable solution found. The location of the land for building adjacent to Skottowe
crescent sits very close to Heritage assets within the village, namely All Saints Church. We understand
Historic England and Natural England have made reference to the site to be unsuitable. The site is
green field / pasture land and thus presents potential harm to an area that naturally fits into an area
of conservation.. Easby land site is an area of arable farming land and would be considered less
harmful to conservation of wild life. Having raised these points, is there a greater benefit for the wider
community and future generations of residents in the village. The option to build housing on the site
close to Easby Lane potentially could have benefits for the cricket and football and the 250 plus playing
members, family members and supporters who attend match day fixtures and social events. Potentially
developers of the Easby Lane site could make a significant contribution to improvements to help and
assist with improved access into the sports fields. If negotiations with land owners could be undertaken
to improve the access from the sports fields down into the village on the present walkway this would
benefit many tens of people daily who use the access route to get from the Easby lane area to local
village facilities. Over the years many people have raised the question of improved access from the
village centre to the sports fields, is this a possible opportunity? In the debate of which is the most
suitable site for building we hope these points are worthy of consideration.
Comment by

Mr John Dale (1062686)

Comment ID

LPreg19-644
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GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)
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2019-09-17 - LPreg19-644 - Dale_Redacted.pdf
Collingwood Letter.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
We fully endorse all the comments made by Mr and Mrs Collingwood in their letter dated 11th September
2019 and we wish to be associated with all the points raised in that letter.[see Collingwood Letter
attached] In addition, this site was originally reference S/058/013 and was judged to be "Not a Preferred
Site". When various other Great Ayton sites were added, this parcel of land was reduced from 5.55
ha. to 3.61 ha. and then became a "Preferred Site". As the impact of the smaller site would have exactly
the same detrimental effect on the nearby listed buildings as the larger site, by whom and with what
justification was the change made to re-classify this as a "Preferred Site"? We would further add that
earlier this year Great Ayton's Captain Cook Memorial Garden was given a much needed revamp at
a cost in excess of £16,800. The Grand Opening Ceremony was performed by Lord Crathorne and
was attended by a representative of the Australian High Commissioner. One stated aim of this work
was "encouraging more visitors to the village" (Chair of Great Ayton Parish Council). It is, therefore,
exquisitely ironic that site no. ALT/S/058/016 should be considered as a suitable site for a modern
housing development, situated as it is just a stone's throw from the iconic All Saints Church - a Grade
1 listed building where James Cook worshipped as a boy and where many of Captain Cook's family
are buried in its churchyard - an established popular visitor attraction. One Captain Cook connection
re-furbished at considerable cost, whilst another historical and much-visited connection is destined to
be despoiled for ever.
Comment by

P G Swainby (1057087)

Comment ID
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
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consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
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Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative site at Easby Lane - see attached submission
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
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the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
alternative Site at Easby Lane - See attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
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to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
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unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
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that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
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term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative site at Easby Lane - See attached document with map
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GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)
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0.8

Files
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
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previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 52

Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
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that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - See attached document with map

Comment by

D A Hewitt (1227517)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
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why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
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system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - See attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
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that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
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term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map
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2019-09-11 J Mitchell GTA1_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 61

Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I should like to make representation regarding the above, in relation to "Soundness" and in respect of
the following " Test of Soundness". 1. The plan cannot be justified as an appropriate strategy as it
takes insufficient account of the additional required infrastructure needed for the development. 2.
Inadequate attention has been given to the construction phase of the development. Of particular
concern is the increase in volume and size of vehicles using Skottowe Crescent entrance and current
end, as a result of the plan. 3. Inadequate attention has been given to the increase in volume of vehicles
using Skottowe Crescent once the plan is completed. Specifically; • The width of the T-junction at the
top of Skottowe Crescent, giving access to Guisborough Road, is wholly unsuitable for the size of the
vehicles involved in construction. • The width and area size of the T- junction at the top of Skottowe
Crescent is inadequate for the exponential growth in the number of vehicles needing to negotiate it,
both during the construction phase and once completed. • The T –junction at the top of Skottowe
Crescent leads to a heavily used road with very poor visibility of traffic approaching from the West.
Given the increased number, size, and slow speed of construction traffic, this is a significant safety
concern. Once completed, given the number of vehicles using this junction, this is again a safety
concern. • There are currently no vehicles exiting the end of Skottowe Crescent. The size of this current
dead end is wholly unsuited for construction vehicles, which is indicated in the plan as primary access
to the site. • The end of Skottowe Crescent is inadequate to accommodate the 100% increase in traffic
usage that will occur as a result of subsequent residential traffic. It is on the basis of the above evidence
that I demonstrate there is a problem with the content of the Local Plan. I therefore conclude that the
strategy cannot be justified as it is not 'Sound'.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs W & S Goddard (1104769)
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Processed
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
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village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative site at Easby Lane - See attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
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order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 67

It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site on Easby Lane - See attache document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
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methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
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be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - See attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
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Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
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claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - See attached document with map
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2019-09-17 - LPreg19-611 - Taylor_Redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant
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Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
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village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
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Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
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Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
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order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
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It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - See attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
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above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
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is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map

Comment by
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17/09/19 14:34
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
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planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
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consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - See attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
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development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
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is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
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Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
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and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
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Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - see attached document with plan
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
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that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
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such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
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Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 96

that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
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term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - See attached document with map
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GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)
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Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.8
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2019-09-17 - LPreg19-586 - Mansfield_Redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
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previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
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Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
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General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 102

that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound
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Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
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have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs R Horner (1056538)

Comment ID

LPreg19-575
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
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preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
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the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Comment by

Mr & Mrs P & F Smith (1104783)

Comment ID

LPreg19-570

Response Date

17/09/19 13:43

Consultation Point

GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type
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Version

0.8

Files

2019-09-17 - LPreg19-570 - Smith_Redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
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Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
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to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
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Alternative Site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
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Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
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have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Obiective (SAO) SAO1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence. They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to the
south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping area
and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over 1,000m
and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe Crescent
the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control with the
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A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the Crescent in
order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a specific risk
assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be available for
inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red. SAO10 The
commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the site makes
to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church of All Saints'
which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church yard which is
the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking into account
the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request evidence
that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully justified and
evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would contend that this
site should be scored red. SAO11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the development make
provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What evidence is there to
suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a viability appraisal? It
is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to overcome which will
be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is the development of
30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative sites which have
been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest that this section
be scored amber/red. SAO12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the site development
would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent
have single point road/ pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent with Church Drive
would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the fear of crime and
unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility Provision Has
Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within Skottowe
Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present the existing
system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of occasions over
the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall pipework the
camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is required for
consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July, 2017, Mr
R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to which he
claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as preferred for
development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to site area
ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAOS and note it is scored red due to its
impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of land
running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its loss
to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. It
is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
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You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative Site at Easby Lane - see attached document with map.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live Protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
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protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: Poorly related to the
existing settlement Detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area Unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding Significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access Issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Objective (SAO) SAO 1 Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SAO 3 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SAO 5 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SAO 8 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SAO 9 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right tum manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence . They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to
the south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping
area and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over
1,000m and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe
Crescent the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control
with the A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the
Crescent in order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a
specific risk assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be
available for inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red.
SAO 10 The commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures
may be appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the
site makes to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church
of All Saints' which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church
yard which is the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking
into account the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request
evidence that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully
justified and evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would
contend that this site should be scored red. SAO 11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the
development make provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What
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evidence is there to suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a
viability appraisal? It is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to
overcome which will be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is
the development of 30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative
sites which have been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest
that this section be scored amber/red. SAO 12 The prompt score is Neutral- we would contend the
site development would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and
Skottowe Crescent have single point road/pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent
with Church Drive would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the
fear of crime and unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility
Provision Has Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within
Skottowe Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present
the existing system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of
occasions over the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall
pipework the camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is
required for consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July,
2017, Mr R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to
which he claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as
preferred for development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to
site area ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SAO 5 and note it is scored red
due to its impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip
of land running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make
more sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer
to marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the 'Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its
loss to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings.
It is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative site at Easby Lane - see map with attached document
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live Protecting what is special about Hambleton The Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: Poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including GreatAyton
Conservation Area Unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
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planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Objective (SAO) SAO I Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SA03 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SA05 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SA08 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SA09 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence . They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to
the south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping
area and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over
1,000m and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe
Crescent the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control
with the A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the
Crescent in order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a
specific risk assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be
available for inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red.
SAO 10 The commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures
may be appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the
site makes to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church
of All Saints' which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church
yard which is the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking
into account the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request
evidence that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully
justified and evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would
contend that this site should be scored red. SAO 11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the
development make provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What
evidence is there to suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a
viability appraisal? It is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to
overcome which will be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is
the development of 30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative
sites which have been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest
that this section be scored amber/red. SA012 The prompt score is Neutral-we would contend the site
development would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and
Skottowe Crescent have single point road/pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent
with Church Drive would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the
fear of crime and unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility
Provision Has Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within
Skottowe Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present
the existing system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of
occasions over the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall
pipework the camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is
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required for consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July,
2017, Mr R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to
which he claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as
preferred for development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to
site area ALT/S/05 8/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SA05 and note it is scored red
due to its impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip
of land running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make
more sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer
to marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the 'Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its
loss to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings.
It is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site. We look forward to receiving your response.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alternative site at Easby Lane - see map in attached document
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the Yes
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
General Comments on Site Selection Before commenting on the Plan we would like to quote from
Councillor Brian Phillip's 'Forward' in the New Local Plan for Hambleton Issues and Options Consultation
as follows: key priorities - 3 of which are Enhancing Health and Wellbeing Caring for the Environment
Providing a special place to live protecting what is special about Hambleton the Plan will also look to
protect and enhance our countryside, historic buildings and unique character of our villages. With the
above in mind we would comment on the plan as follows. We would contend that the site selection
methodology and scoring process in the Sustainability Appraisal is a personal opinionated process
and not definitive. The selection process should include a reasoned justification for both the selection
of preferred site and the rejection of others based upon proportionate evidence for reasons of
transparency. Site ALT/S/058/016 scores poorly in a number of aspects namely: poorly related to the
existing settlement detrimental impact upon a number of historic buildings including Great Ayton
Conservation Area unresolved issues of surface water management/flooding significant unresolved
issue relating to discharge of waste water (sewage) unresolved ecological concerns in particular access
to Church Drive highway access issues regarding both Church Drive and Skottowe Crescent. Significant
adverse impacts should be avoided and wherever possible alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued and supporting evidence provided. We are at a loss to understand
why the planners reversed their original decision that the site (ALT/S/058/016) was not suitable to now
preferred, in particular when taking into account the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment
commentary/conclusion. We would ask the following questions: (a) What has changed to steer the
planners to conclude that Skottowe should now be preferred? (b) Have the planners been influenced
by Parish Council Members? In previous correspondence to HDC Planning we identified that the Parish
Council report was incorrect, misleading and did not reflect the views of the vast majority of Great
Ayton's community. It should be noted that discussions took place between the Parish Council and
developers during the consultation phase which we feel was inappropriate and questionable. We note
that site (ALT/S/058/016) was: deemed unsuitable by Historic England deemed unsuitable by Natural
England deemed unsuitable by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd opposed by 76
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of the 83 respondents to the consultation. Regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment Schedule
we would comment as follows: Sustainability Assessment Objective (SAO) SAOI Commentary notes
that 'this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation and enhancement measures may be
appropriate. Further assessment will be required'. If you cannot be more specific, this section should
be scored red. SA03 Regarding connectivity to public transport, with specific reference to the train
station, this criteria should be scored red due to the remote location of the train station and infrequency
of service. SA05 We agree that the site is in a highly sensitive location where harm caused by
development cannot be mitigated - red score. SA08 We note that the site was deemed not suitable
by Natural England in their response to the consultation period ending in June 2017. We would,
therefore, expect this criteria to be scored red. SA09 The site does not have good connectivity to the
village facilities. Access to the site can only be achieved from Skottowe Crescent and is therefore
isolated from the main centre of the village by the A173, a busy through road. As previously stated in
our submission letter of July 2017, the development of this site is not appropriate because it does not
have safe and direct access onto a main road. Access would be via a relatively long narrow curved
road with kerbside parking. A junction with Skottowe Crescent and Guisborough Road is at the apex
of a dangerous blind bend. We note that comments made by D Holmes Properties engineering
consultant, Topping Engineers, working on behalf of the land owner, are misleading as they do not
make reference to the right turn manoeuvre onto Skottowe Crescent from A173. As outlined in our
previous correspondence . They also state that the centre of Great Ayton is approximately 300m to
the south of the proposed development which in our opinion is incorrect. Distance to main shopping
area and village library approx 1,000m south east, Roseberry Academy 1,300m, Health Centre over
1,000m and cricket and football facility 1,700m. During recent footpath resurfacing works on Skottowe
Crescent the contractor working for Hambleton Highways had to install three way traffic light control
with the A173 to mitigate risks using this junction. Residents were asked to restrict parking on the
Crescent in order to facilitate safe access in particular adjacent to the junction with the A173. Has a
specific risk assessment been carried out by North Yorkshire Highways, and if so, should this be
available for inspection? We feel this site does not have good connectivity and should be scored red.
SAO 10 The commentary states 'that this site is in a sensitive location, however, mitigation measures
may be appropriate. Further assessment may be required'. Given the important contribution that the
site makes to the significance of the conservation area and the listed buildings, including the Church
of All Saints' which is the oldest recorded building in Great Ayton (circa 12th century) and its church
yard which is the burial ground of the Cook family (James Cook's mother and siblings). When taking
into account the importance of these assets they should be more heavily weighted. We would request
evidence that any harm to heritage assets that may arise from the development of this site is fully
justified and evidenced to ensure they are appropriate, including mitigation measures. We would
contend that this site should be scored red. SAO 11 The decision aiding prompt states that 'the
development make provision of sufficient market size and type meets local housing needs etc'. What
evidence is there to suggest that further housing for local needs is required - is this supported by a
viability appraisal? It is clear that given the complexities of the site that there will be significant cost to
overcome which will be further compounded if social housing is to be included in the development. Is
the development of 30 number houses on this site economically viable? If not, there are other alternative
sites which have been identified which would fulfil all the criteria including viability. We would suggest
that this section be scored amber/red. SAO 12 The prompt score is Neutral - we would contend the
site development would increase the risk of crime and the fear of crime. Currently Church Drive and
Skottowe Crescent have single point road/pedestrian access off the A173. Linking Skottowe Crescent
with Church Drive would produce through movement thereby increasing the opportunity for crime, the
fear of crime and unsociable behaviour. We would contend that this should be scored amber/red. Utility
Provision Has Northumbrian Water Authority viewed in detail how their current sewage system within
Skottowe Crescent will cope with the additional flow requirements from this development? At present
the existing system is not well engineered (tight bends etc) and has been blocked on a number of
occasions over the last few years. Whilst NWA were carrying out a video examination of the outfall
pipework the camera became stuck and after a lot of difficulty was recovered. A viable assessment is
required for consideration. Third Party Land Ownership With regard to Comment ID31 dated 20th July,
2017, Mr R Millington states that access to the site can only be obtained by crossing a strip of land to
which he claims ownership rights. It would, therefore, seem inappropriate to propose the site as
preferred for development when this may not be deliverable. Whilst writing we would like to refer to
site area ALT/S/058/006 the previously preferred site, in particular, SA05 and note it is scored red due
to its impact on form and character of a settlement. We are at a loss as to why this elongated strip of
land running alongside Easby Lane was chosen from the original field submission. It would make more
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sense and the impact significantly reduced if the field alongside Angrove had been chosen (refer to
marked up plan attached) and would provide an opportunity to develop a strategic plan for the longer
term growth of the village. Was this alternative considered and if so what was the outcome? In
conclusion, we consider the proposed site ALT/S/058/016 'land off Skottowe Crescent" is not sound
as it does not meet all the 'Tests of Soundness'. The site is poorly related to the settlement and its
loss to development would harm the setting of the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings.
It is evident that there are a number of unresolved issues as noted in the SAO Review above that bring
into question the overall deliverability of the site.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Alnternative Site at Easby Lane

Comment by

Dr Sara Papworth (1045036)

Comment ID

LPreg19-247
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15/09/19 17:54

Consultation Point

GTA 1: Skottowe Crescent, Great Ayton (View)
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Version

0.2

Files

2019-09-13 S Papworth_LPreg 19-247 redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I do not think GTA1 is Sound for the following reasons 1. Long term strategy and impact on the
Settlement of Great Ayton The decision to choose the Skottowe Crescent site as opposed to the
alternative Easby Lane proposed sites is not strategically sound. I recognise the current proposed
plan is only valid until 2035, but the planning department should be thinking longer term than that.
Because of the constraints of the nearby conservation area, which must be protected, GTA1 will only
ever be able to accommodate the proposed 30 houses. The other sites in Great Ayton which were
preferred sites in the consultation, S/058/005 and S/058/006, would be able to accommodate 30 homes,
as proposed here, but in the long term would have space for more homes, should they be required.
Further incremental increases in one area of the settlement would have a significantly lower impact
on the settlement as a whole over the longer term, than ultimately having to develop 2 areas, as would
be the case if GTA1 is approved now. The Easby Lane sites would therefore be strategically, significantly
more sound. 2. Safety. Road access to Skottowe Crescent from the north east is on a blind bend.
Furthermore, cars parked in the vicinity of the junction also narrow the access to Skottowe at the
junction. The road just after the junction is also very busy with children crossing it when the school
buses are operating. Increasing the volume of traffic using this junction is a poor decision from a safety
point of view. Compared to the alternative sites, S/058/005 and S/058/006, pedestrian access to the
village centre is less safe from GTA1. It involves crossing the very busy Guisborough Road whereas
the alternatives would have safe access on footpaths that are remote from any roads. From a safety
point of view GTA1 is not sound 3. Environment. Linked to 2, above. Because the pedestrian access
to the centre of the village is safer from S/058/005 and S/058/006 it is more likely that residents will
walk rather than use their cars having a lower environmental impact on not just our village but the
planet as a whole. Reducing the use of vehicles is something that should now have greater weight in
decision making than it had before. From an environmental point of view GTA1 is not sound 4. History
and Conservation Great Ayton’s historic importance is more significant than just the presence of old
buildings because of its association with Captain Cook. This attracts visitors into the settlement and
the revenue they bring is important. At consultation Historic England gave strong reasons for GTA1
not to be a development site due to its proximity to the conservation area. They pointed out that the
council has a legal requirement to ensure that they comply with the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act, 1990. The impact the development of GTA1 would have cannot truly be
appreciated until the land is developed, by which time it is too late. The alternative locations in Great
Ayton would not impact in any way on historically significant areas of the settlement so would be more
sound. Similar issues with regard to proximity to the Conservation area were highlighted by Carter
Jonas. Carter Jonas also point out that developing GTA1 would also be developing the settlement in
a new direction and be an outlying development, They state that the introduction of new development
in this location would also be contrary to the historic pattern of development in the settlement. When
looking at an aerial photograph of Great Ayton it is very clear that development of the sites, that were
preferred by yourselves at the start of the consultation process, S/058/005 and more particularly
S/058/006, would have a lower impact on the form of the settlement and do not in any way compromise
the settlements historic locations. The need to protect the Conservation area in the vicinity of GTA1
makes its development not sound. We all have a duty to remember and conserve our history and
protect our heritage. More importantly we have a responsibility to minimise the impact we have on our
environment, ensure the safety of our residents and most of all it is imperative we leave a sound and
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sustainable legacy to the future residents of our settlement long after we have gone. This is particularly
important at this time when it is well known that we are living in an age when land owners and developers
are only interested in lining their own pockets. I feel strongly that the proposal GTA1 is not sound.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Preference to develop originally preferred sites S/058/005 and S/058/006 which would fit better with
a safer, more environmentally sound, long term strategic development plan for Great Ayton that protects
its conservation area.

Comment by

Mr Peter Morgan (1225341)
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LPreg19-232
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
As stated in your original assessment of site S/058/013 it impacts on the open aspect of both All Saints
church (Grade 1) and Ayton Hall (Grade 2*). The proposed activation of this site, despite being only
partial, seems to have already prompted interest by a speculative developer of some reputation in the
whole area between this and Langbaurgh. From past evidence this firm carefully studies Local plans
before they target sites. A method which has resulted in a high success rate in this and other planning
authorities areas. The greatest diminution of a sense of community occurs when a physical merging
takes place with another settlement. At present Great Ayton, Little Ayton and Langbaurgh have retained
their historically discrete entities. An extension of the village in this direction also raises the spectre of
a close proximity to the Teesside conurbation as this spreads southward.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
Reconsider other sites.
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Local Access Forum ( Melanie Carr - 1025267)

Comment ID

LPreg19-646
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NYLAF Advice Letter re Hambleton Local
Plan_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: STK 1; STK 2; STK 3; GTA1; all these refer
to a ‘Stokesley/Great Ayton cycleway’. However this aspiration, which is still a work in progress, might
become a multi-user route in the future, is more widely known as Endeavour Way. NYLAF therefore
advises replacing the wording in the above four site descriptions to simply ‘Endeavour Way’ to avoid
confusion and to leave open the question of status for the time being rather than using terminology
which is potentially status-constraining. This clarification has been welcomed by the personnel involved.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
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Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
STK 1; STK 2; STK 3; GTA1; all these refer to a ‘Stokesley/Great Ayton cycleway’. However this
aspiration, which is still a work in progress, might become a multi-user route in the future, is more
widely known as Endeavour Way. NYLAF therefore advises replacing the wording in the above four
site descriptions to simply ‘Endeavour Way’ to avoid confusion and to leave open the question of status
for the time being rather than using terminology which is potentially status-constraining. This clarification
has been welcomed by the personnel involved.

Comment by

Local Access Forum ( Melanie Carr - 1025267)
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NYLAF Advice Letter re Hambleton Local
Plan_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
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You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The North Yorkshire Local Access Forum has scrutinised Hambleton’s Local Plan and finds that in
general it has been positively prepared. There are numerous references to the associated need for
open space, sport and recreation reflecting one of the social objectives within the National Planning
Policy Framework. However, there are some points which we suggest would benefit from being more
precisely defined, or which have been omitted, as follows: A10 - Add as a third bullet point
‘Under-achieving modal shift’
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
A10 - Add as a third bullet point ‘Under-achieving modal shift’

Comment by

Mrs Elizabeth Hemingway (1226951)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
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Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I consider that the proposed allocation of the land east of Easby Lane, Great Ayton as part of a larger
proposed Local Green Space allocation ALT/S/058/032/G, as proposed on the Draft Polices Map and
in Appendix D of the Publication Draft Local Plan is unsound for the following reasons: It is not Justified,
Effective or Consistent with National Planning Policy for the following reasons: NPPF paras 99-101
provides the relevant national guidance on the allocation of such Green Spaces. Paragraph 100 states:
[see attached] As the site lies within Great Ayton it is close to a local community but as it is entirely
private garden land with no public access, it no more ‘serves’ the local community than any mature
private garden within Great Ayton. The Plan does not seek to designate all such private gardens as
Local Green Space. It is also not demonstrably ‘special’ to that community as evidenced by the lack
of any support whatsoever for its allocation as a Local Green Space through the Public Consultation
Exercise undertaken by Hambleton Council in 2017. The only responses (3 No.) to that exercise
supported the Council’s decision at that time not to allocate it as Local Green Space because of its
private nature. It must be noted that NPPF Para 100 requires that a Local Green Space designation
should only be used where the land in question is both ‘demonstrably special to the local community
and also of some other ‘particular local significance’. It is noted that the land already falls within a
Conservation Area and is therefore of some historic significance. However as the site already fails the
first test and it is necessary to pass both tests, then heritage significance on its own is not sufficient
justification for the allocation of this land as a Local Green Space without evidence of its ‘specialness’
to the local community – of which there is none. Equally the site is not of recreational value as there
is no public access and surveys have demonstrated it is not of significant wildlife value. The proposed
allocation of site ALT/S/058/032/G, is not therefore consistent with national policy. In this respect it is
noted that NPPF Para 101 states: ‘ Policies for managing development within a Local Green Space
should be consistent with those for Green Belts’ effectively putting Local Green Spaces on a par with
Green Belts. On this basis very special circumstances are needed to justify a Local Green Space
allocation including the fact that its objectives cannot be achieved by other more conventional planning
measures. Given that the site is within the Conservation Area it is considered that any impact on its
historic significance can more appropriately be addressed under current / proposed heritage policy
and legislation and its allocation as a Local Green Space achieves no additional benefit and is not
justified and will not be effective. In the light of the above it is requested that site ALT/S/058/032/G be
deleted from Appendix D
Comment by

S.Lithgow & Sons Limited ( Patrick Lithgow - 1226882)
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Site ALT/S/058/032/G Land at Easby Lane, Great Ayton, North Yorkshire We consider that the proposed
allocation of the land east of Easby Lane, Great Ayton as part of a larger proposed Local Green Space
allocation ALT/S/058/032/G, as proposed on the Draft Polices Map and in Appendix D of the Publication
Draft Local Plan is unsound for the following reasons: It is not Justified, Effective or Consistent with
National Planning Policy for the following reasons: NPPF paras 99-101 provides the relevant national
guidance on the allocation of such Green Spaces. Paragraph 100 states:[see attached submission]
As the site lies within Great Ayton it is close to a local community but as it is entirely private garden
land with no public access, it no more ‘serves’ the local community than any mature private garden
within Great Ayton. The Plan does not seek to designate all such private gardens as Local Green
Space. It is also not demonstrably ‘special’ to that community as evidenced by the lack of any support
whatsoever for its allocation as a Local Green Space through the Public Consultation Exercise
undertaken by Hambleton Council in 2017. The only responses (3 No.) to that exercise supported the
Council’s decision at that time not to allocate it as Local Green Space because of its private nature.
It must be noted that NPPF Para 100 requires that a Local Green Space designation should only be
used where the land in question is both ‘demonstrably special to the local community and also of some
other ‘particular local significance’. It is noted that the land already falls within a Conservation Area
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and is therefore of some historic significance. However as the site already fails the first test and it is
necessary to pass both tests, then heritage significance on its own is not sufficient justification for the
allocation of this land as a Local Green Space without evidence of its ‘specialness’ to the local
community – of which there is none. Equally the site is not of recreational value as there is no public
access and surveys have demonstrated it is not of significant wildlife value. The proposed allocation
of site ALT/S/058/032/G, is not therefore consistent with national policy. In this respect it is noted that
NPPF Para 101 states: ‘ Policies for managing development within a Local Green Space should be
consistent with those for Green Belts’ effectively putting Local Green Spaces on a par with Green Belts
On this basis very special circumstances are needed to justify a Local Green Space allocation including
the fact that its objectives cannot be achieved by other more conventional planning measures. Given
that the site is within the Conservation Area it is considered that any impact on its historic significance
can more appropriately be addressed under current / proposed heritage policy and legislation and its
allocation as a Local Green Space achieves no additional benefit and is not justified and will not be
effective. In the light of the above it is requested that site ALT/S/058/032/G be deleted from Appendix
D
Comment by

Sue Lithgow (1226953)

Comment ID

LPreg19-546

Response Date

08/09/19 11:44

Consultation Point

Appendix D: Local Green Space (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.13

Files

2019-09-09 Sue Lithgow LPreg19-546_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
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Please enter your representation here.
I consider that the proposed allocation of the land east of Easby Lane, Great Ayton as part of a larger
proposed Local Green Space allocation ALT/S/058/032/G, as proposed on the Draft Polices Map and
in Appendix D of the Publication Draft Local Plan is unsound for the following reasons: It is not Justified,
Effective or Consistent with National Planning Policy for the following reasons: NPPF paras 99-101
provides the relevant national guidance on the allocation of such Green Spaces. Paragraph 100 states:
[see attached] As the site lies within Great Ayton it is close to a local community but as it is entirely
private garden land with no public access, it no more ‘serves’ the local community than any mature
private garden within Great Ayton. The Plan does not seek to designate all such private gardens as
Local Green Space. It is also not demonstrably ‘special’ to that community as evidenced by the lack
of any support whatsoever for its allocation as a Local Green Space through the Public Consultation
Exercise undertaken by Hambleton Council in 2017. The only responses (3 No.) to that exercise
supported the Council’s decision at that time not to allocate it as Local Green Space because of its
private nature. It must be noted that NPPF Para 100 requires that a Local Green Space designation
should only be used where the land in question is both ‘demonstrably special to the local community
and also of some other ‘particular local significance’. It is noted that the land already falls within a
Conservation Area and is therefore of some historic significance. However as the site already fails the
first test and it is necessary to pass both tests, then heritage significance on its own is not sufficient
justification for the allocation of this land as a Local Green Space without evidence of its ‘specialness’
to the local community – of which there is none. Equally the site is not of recreational value as there
is no public access and surveys have demonstrated it is not of significant wildlife value. The proposed
allocation of site ALT/S/058/032/G, is not therefore consistent with national policy. In this respect it is
noted that NPPF Para 101 states: ‘ Policies for managing development within a Local Green Space
should be consistent with those for Green Belts’ effectively putting Local Green Spaces on a par with
Green Belts On this basis very special circumstances are needed to justify a Local Green Space
allocation including the fact that its objectives cannot be achieved by other more conventional planning
measures. Given that the site is within the Conservation Area it is considered that any impact on its
historic significance can more appropriately be addressed under current / proposed heritage policy
and legislation and its allocation as a Local Green Space achieves no additional benefit and is not
justified and will not be effective. In the light of the above it is requested that site ALT/S/058/032/G be
deleted from Appendix D
Comment by

John M Burton (1027746)

Comment ID

LPreg19-547

Response Date

14/09/19 11:49

Consultation Point

Appendix D: Local Green Space (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.7

Files

2019-09-14 John Burton LPreg19-547_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 134

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I am writing to support the approval of the nomination of the Bedale Allotments Society. allotment site
on Masham Road, Bedale as a Local Green Space. In your draft plan on the HDC web site, it is shown
on Map 13 and is proposed green space 13. The allotment site has been totally re-furbished in the
last 4 years and all the plots are now very productive and admired by many people in the local
community. The site which is surrounded by housing, forms a valuable green space, attractive to look
at and a haven for wild life. Also please remember that allotment gardening helps to build a good
community.
Comment by

76 signature petition ( Pam Kent - 1228748)

Comment ID

LPreg19-745

Response Date

17/09/19 12:25

Consultation Point

Appendix D: Local Green Space (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Letter

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-17 P Kent petition LPreg19-745_redacted.pdf
2019-09-17 Orbis LPreg19-745.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
Having reviewed the council’s assessment of the site in question, we consider that the site
ALT/S/057/024/G does warrant inclusion in the local plan as a designated Local Green Space. In our
view it performs an important local function to the local community as a valued open space bordering
the village of Great Broughton, reinforcing the open visual and physical gap between Gt. Broughton
and Kirkby, and providing a valued recreational space outside the confines of the village that is not
otherwise available elsewhere. There are also important wildlife benefits to the site which are also
appreciated by those using the footpaths crossing the suggested LGS. As such we conclude that on
this point alone the publication draft plan is unsound. [See attached for general background] Comments
and analysis on site ALT/S/057/024/G In order to argue the case for its inclusion as LGS it is important
for the decision maker to better understand the site, its characteristics and use, which in our view, do
make a very strong case for the site to be considered suitable as LGS, and which have been overlooked
in the assessment by the council. The site comprises largely pastoral fields having an area of 6.1ha.
It comprises three separate but linked fields stretching north from Kirkby Lane, with the village cricket
field to the west and river Leven forming its western boundary, to the east of which lies the outer
reaches of the village of Great Broughton. The Leven route itself is characterised by dense deciduous
trees forming something of a natural green screen, as well as a haven for wildlife. It is important to
note that two separate PRoWs cross the site (with another skirting its boundary) – one is a route from
Kirkby Lane in the south running north, and another running east-west and linking Kirkby to Great
Broughton. The two PRoWs cross in the middle of the site (shown below). Both PRoWs are well used,
given their proximity to and linkage between existing housing, and also form part of the footpath network
linking into the local service centre of Stokesley and Cleveland Way National Trail to the south. The
footpaths also provide important local recreational walks for local residents, allowing a circular route
around the northern and eastern part if the village. The footpaths also facilitate an important route to
school for local residents, who can bypass the main road through the village and take in the open
space and wildlife within the suggested LGS en route to the school on Kirkby Lane. [see attached for
figure showing local PRoW network] As stated, the site also forms a significant and reinforcing part of
the important open gap that separates the villages of Great Broughton and Kirkby, a fact that is evident
when traversing the PRoWs which cross it, where an air of tranquility can be gained, whilst allowing
the village to be viewed against its backdrop of the Cleveland Hills and North York Moors National
Park to the south.The photographs below demonstrate its scenic setting and open value. [see attached
for photos] Southern entrance to the LGS as marked by public footpath signpost off Kirkby Lane. View
looking east towards Great Broughton from the central PRoW within the site. Trees mark the route of
the River Leven, with western-most houses of the village behind View south from the proposed LGS
running alongside the west of Great Broughton with Cleveland Hills/ NYMNP in the distance Whilst
the Council’s assessment acknowledges the presence of two PRoWs crossing the site, in our view it
has failed to properly assess the significance of the wider recreational value of the use of these to
local residents. Rather, the assessment simply notes that these are PRoW – it does not consider or
add any weight to their localised significance. In reality, the PRoW allows access to significant open
space outside the villages of Great Broughton and Kirkby, which itself allows a proper appreciation of
the physical separation of them, as well as the open setting of Great Broughton against the Cleveland
Hills. This combination also gives a strong sense of tranquility to users immediately outside the village,
which has been overlooked by the council despite it being listed as being within a tranquil area under
the CPRE Tranquility map. In our view the sum of all the above aspects confirms that the site is used
as a recreational area for residents in the local community and in this respect, as confirmed by the
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‘snap’ petition attached to this submission (carried out by Ms. Kent over two days on 15th – 16th
September and carrying 66 signatures – though more have been added to make this 75 as of
17/09/2019)[See attached petition with 76 signatures], is a highly valued open space in its own right.
It seems clear that in its assessment checklist, the council appears to attach much greater weight to
open space if it is used for sport or open play, since in this case it concludes that the site is not used
for informal recreation. However, we would strongly argue that this is a failing of the assessment with
respect to this particular site. Given the nature, proximity and general usage of the two PRoWs at the
site, these go much further than simply providing an access route to the wider PRoW network, but
provide an important recreational resource to the local community. This is facilitated by the PRoWs,
but its value is derived from its inherent open character and position between the two villages. It is
accepted that the NPPF states that PRoWs themselves would not warrant the designation of a site as
a linear LGS (since PRoWs are protected as routes in any case). However, we consider it is the siting
of the PRoWs within this wider open setting, adjacent to the village and being well-used for recreational
walks and exercise, which warrants the protection of this wider space as LGS. As stated, with a reliance
on other extant legislation to protect the PRoWs, this risks protecting the linear link without protecting
its scenic value and overall recreational value to the local community. For example, the connection
could simply be sited through a new housing development, should this occur, whilst it’s inherent value
to the local community would be lost. Biodiversity and Wildlife benefits Part 7 of the council’s assessment
asks if the site holds any significance because of the ‘richness of its wildlife’. On this the council’s
conclusion is it does not. However, whilst it is accepted that the greater proportion of the suggested
LGS comprises farmed pastoral fields, and it is not subject to an area designation for wildlife, the
eastern boundary of the site, formed by the river Leven, does clearly hold significant local wildlife value.
Whilst we are not aware that detailed surveys have been carried out, it is likely that this part of the site
supports at least 15 birds and reptiles on the local ‘Priority Habitat and Species’ list, which are regularly
seen by local residents on the LGS land, along with other species that can be experienced here by
users of the space, as set out in the table below: [see attached for table] Thus, whilst the LGS site
may not be a designated area of biodiversity importance, it does nonetheless hold a rich spread of
wildlife that can be experienced by its users within the space itself, and which clearly adds to its inherent
value and importance to the local community. In light of the above, we would argue that attempted
objective approach to assess this site (and other sites for that matter) has failed to take into account
the inherent values of spaces such as this to the local community. This may be more of a nebulous
feature to assess, but is perhaps one of the key contributing factors that lead to particular spaces such
as this being important spaces to local communities in the first place, and should therefore be considered
as part of the LGS assessment process. The space is after all well used and well appreciated locally,
as testified to by the comments of other local residents. As such we consider this could have been
assessed under point 9 of the Council’s assessment sheet, where the question is asked ‘Does the
LGS hold Local Significance because of any other features?”. However, the Council’s assessment
simply marks this as ‘no’. In light of the above, we would argue that in combination, the site does hold
such local significance, and therefore we would suggest that this site is reconsidered for this purpose
and included in the list of Local Green Spaces within the emerging Local Plan. The final NPPF criterion
requires that designating land as a LGS should be consistent with local planning of sustainable
development; and, compliment investment in sufficient homes, jobs and other essential services. On
the first matter we do not see any reason why the protection of this space as a LGS would conflict with
local sustainable development, whilst on the second matter, it is clear that an LGS here would not in
any way preclude appropriate sustainable investment in sufficient homes, jobs and other essential
services within Hambleton district, since there is no foreseeable need for this land ever to be developed
for housing (or other development) in the lifetime of the plan. We do note that a parcel of land including
the suggested LGS here was put forward as an alternative housing site in the council’s ‘call for sites’,
but these are not supported by the council in the publication draft. The reasons for this are many, but
principally, there is simply no need to release housing land of this scale within a relatively small Service
Village, having few local services and no shop to meet day-to-day needs, and when the foreseeable
housing needs of the district can be adequately met in more appropriate locations elsewhere in the
housing market area (namely, at Stokesley and Great Ayton). As such, the designation of this site as
LGS would in no way prejudice any other proactive elements of the emerging local plan, and would
not harm the current economic output of the land through farming. Conclusion The Council’s own
assessment criteria suggests that the site does not meet the relevant threshold because the site is
not demonstrably special to the local community which it serves. As set out above, we would argue
strongly that the council’s assessment has failed to holistically consider the merits of the site, its overall
use and its inherent value to the local community. We conclude that the site is of significant recreational
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value to the local community which is special to the community it serves, offers users an area of
particular tranquility outside the developed areas of the village that is not otherwise available, a well-used
route by residents taking in its special qualities, and performs an important function of separating the
villages of Great Broughton and Kirkby, whilst allowing users a distinct appreciation of this. The site
is also inherently linked to the extensive wildlife resource positioned alongside the river Leven, which
also benefits the wider LGS. These are valuable assets to the local community, worthy of protection
and as such, we consider the site is suitable to be considered as a Local Green Space in the Local
Plan.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
See above

Comment by

Mr David Askew (1227386)

Comment ID

LPreg19-619

Response Date

13/09/19 15:14

Consultation Point

Table D.1 Local Green Space designations (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.10

Files

2019-09-13 D Askew LPreg19-619_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty
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Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I consider that the proposed allocation of the land east of Easby Lane, Great Ayton as part of a larger
proposed Local Green Space allocation ALT/S/058/032/G, as proposed on the Draft Polices Map and
in Appendix D of the Publication Draft Local Plan is unsound for the following reasons: It is not justified,
Effective or Consistent with National Planning Policy for the following reasons: NPPF paras 99-101
provides the relevant national guidelines on the allocation of such Green Spaces. Paragraph 100
states: [see attached] As the site lies within Great Ayton it is close to a local community but as it is
entirely private garden land with no public access, it no more `serves’ the local community than any
mature private garden within Great Ayton. The Plan does not seek to designate all such private gardens
as Local Green Space. It is also not demonstrably `special’ to that community as evidenced by the
lack of any support whatsoever for its allocation as a Local Green Space through the Public Consultation
Exercise undertaken by Hambleton Council in 2017. The only responses (3 No.) to that exercise
supported the Council’s decision at that time not to allocate it as Local Green Space because of its
private nature. It must be noted that NPPF Para 100 requires that a Local Green Space designation
should only be used where the land in question is both `demonstrably special to the local community
and also of some other `particular local significance’. It is noted that the land already falls within a
Conservation Area and is therefore of some historic significance. However, as the site already fails
the first test and it is necessary to pass both tests, then heritage significance on its own is not sufficient
justification for the allocation of this land as a Local Green Space without evidence of its `specialness’
to the local community – of which there is none. Equally the site is not of recreational value as there
is no public access and surveys have demonstrated it is not of significant wildlife value. The proposed
allocation of site ALT/S/058/032/G, is not therefore consistent with national policy. In this respect it is
noted that NPPF Para 101 states: `Policies for managing development within a Local Green Space
should be consistent with those for Green Belts’ effectively putting Local Green Spaces on a par with
Green Belts. On this basis very special circumstances are needed to justify a Local Green Space
allocation including the fact that its objectives cannot be achieved by other more conventional planning
measures. Given that the site is within the Conservation Area it is considered that any impact on its
historic significance can more appropriately be addressed under current/proposed heritage policy and
legislation and its allocation as a Local Green Space achieves no additional benefit and is not justified
and will not be effective. In light of the above and as a member of the public who is interested in and
monitors green space allocations in areas of interest to him.
Comment by

Mr Geoffrey Ablett (1037664)

Comment ID

LPreg19-9

Response Date

16/08/19 17:01

Consultation Point

Table D.1 Local Green Space designations (View)
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Processed

Submission Type
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Version

0.6

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
I believe that a designation of a green space should be applied to areas of Great Broughton to the
North or Kirkby Lane and to the West of the Beck including areas to the east of the cricket pitch. These
areas are of significant beauty, recreational value as well as richness of wildlife and tranquillity. I
understand that they are to be assessed for historical significance by the local history groups and
contain areas of historic "Rig and Fur ploughing". The areas contain a number of public footpaths from
West to East and also South to North and are well used by dog walkers and hikers enjoying the
significant views of the Cleveland Hills to the South as well as Roseberry Topping to the East and
Stokesley to the North. I also believe the area to the South of Kirkby Lane and to the West of The
Holme and East of the sub station should also be designated as a Green Space. This field contains
a public footpaths from East to West which is well used by dog walkers and hikers enjoying the
significant views of the Cleveland Hills to the South. It borders an existing Green Space designated
as ALT/S/057/017a/G and is an area are of significant beauty, recreational value as well as richness
of wildlife and tranquillity.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
The Inspector will hold hearing sessions with invited participants on the main matters he/she has identified
on which the soundness and legal compliance of the plan will depend.
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Do you consider it necessary to participate at the No
Hearing Sessions should the Inspector wish to
discuss the issue(s) you have raised?
Comment by

Howardian Hills AONB JAC (Mr Paul Jackson 1025472)

Comment ID

LPreg19-511

Response Date

16/09/19 15:27

Consultation Point

Glossary (View)

Status

Processed

Submission Type

Email

Version

0.11

Files

2019-09-16 - Paul Jackson - AONB
Manager_redacted.pdf

Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
The amount of work required has been impressive, as always, and I note that comments that I’ve
supplied previously have been incorporated into the Plan. The only observation I would make is that
in the definition of AONBs contained in the Glossary on p273 of the Plan (p275 of the pdf), it indicates
that they are “designated by Natural England”. Although Natural England does indeed do all the
assessment work, it then passes a recommendation to the Secretary of State in Defra for either
Confirmation or rejection. It’s therefore more correct to state that they are “designated by the
Government”.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 141

Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
The definition of AONBs contained in the Glossary on p273 of the Plan (p275 of the pdf), it indicates
that they are “designated by Natural England”. Although Natural England does indeed do all the
assessment work, it then passes a recommendation to the Secretary of State in Defra for either
Confirmation or rejection. It’s therefore more correct to state that they are “designated by the
Government”.
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Please say whether you think this part of the plan is legally compliant. Please refer to 'Advice on making
representations' (available in 'Supporting Document') for more information about the issues covered by legal
compliance.
Do you think this part of the plan is legally
compliant?

Legally compliant

Do you think this part of the plan is sound?

Not Sound

Do you think this part of the plan complies with
the Duty to Cooperate?

Complies with the Duty

Representation
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Please enter your representation here. You should say why you either support this part of the plan or why
you think it is not sound and/ or not legally compliant and/ or does not comply with the Duty to Cooperate.
Please remember that representations will be made publicly viewable. Therefore please do not include
information of a personal nature that you would want to be kept confidential.
You can put forward changes to the plan to address the issue(s) you have identified (see below).
Please note: There are no limits on the length of representations but please be as concise as possible,
including only that which is necessary to explain your representation. You can support your representation
with supporting documents if you wish (see below) but please include clear references and reasoning as to
why any attachments support your representation.
Note: Any representations that rely entirely on supporting documents and state 'See attached report'
or similar for this question will not be accepted.
Please enter your representation here.
In regard to the Glossary at page 284, we would like ‘horse-riding’ to be added as one of the
low-impact-on-the-environment means of transport. Horse-box use has vehicular impact, and there
will be occasions when it is appropriate for access to be multi-user. NYLAF is directed to be inclusive
in approach, so we advise new access should be for the widest range of users appropriate to ensure
Best Value and to demonstrate a lack of discrimination against any one user group. Finally, NYLAF
commends Hambleton District Council’s commitment to protecting and taking opportunities for enhancing
the network of public rights of way when considering proposals for development, and would like to
emphasise the benefits of using Section 106 agreements and Community Infrastructure Levy
contributions to achieve connectivity improvements for sustainable travel whenever needed.
Please tell us whether changes can be made to address the issue(s) you have identified.
Please note: Only those people who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing
session(s), if they so request.
Can the issue(s) you have identified be addressed Yes
by making changes to the plan?
Proposed changes
Please tell us what changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified.
Please note that the right to appear and be heard at the hearing sessions of the examination is limited to
those persons defined in section 20 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act i.e. only persons that have made
a representation seeking a change to the plan.
You should say why these changes will make this part of the plan sound and/ or legally compliant.
It would be helpful if you could include revised wording of any policy or text. Please identify additional text
by underlining it ( U ) and identifying any text to be deleted by striking it through ( ABC ).
What changes would address the issue(s) that you have identified?
In regard to the Glossary at page 284, we would like ‘horse-riding’ to be added as one of the
low-impact-on-the-environment means of transport. Horse-box use has vehicular impact, and there
will be occasions when it is appropriate for access to be multi-user. NYLAF is directed to be inclusive
in approach, so we advise new access should be for the widest range of users appropriate to ensure
Best Value and to demonstrate a lack of discrimination against any one user group.Finally, NYLAF
commends Hambleton District Council’s commitment to protecting and taking opportunities for enhancing
the network of public rights of way when considering proposals for development, and would like to
emphasise the benefits of using Section 106 agreements and Community Infrastructure Levy
contributions to achieve connectivity improvements for sustainable travel whenever needed.
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