RYEDALE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK
SUMMER CONSULTATION JUNE 2009

COMMENTS OF HABTON PARISH COUNCIL

Habton Parish Council repeats its previous comments, as set out in Councillor Andrews’ earlier Comments (Reproduced on Page 5 onwards) insofar as those comments relate to Habton and the open countryside, and answers the questions set in the June 2009 consultation document as follows:

SC1 “Do you think that the previous vision and objectives are still valid, and do you think there should be an additional objective referring to the land based economy?”

A: Habton agrees items 3-8 and the introduction of an additional objective relating to the land-based economy. Habton does not agree 1 and 2. Malton is a country market town and does not need regeneration. This is clear from the Summer 2008 RTP Report.

SC2: “Do you think we should have these 4 focussed aims to complement the vision and objectives? Are there any other aims you would suggest?”
A: Habton agrees the 4 focussed aims.

SC3: “Do you agree with this broad approach for the distribution of development in Ryedale (the market towns and service villages option)? If not, what other approach would you propose? Do you agree the criteria used in assessing service villages?”

A: No.  Habton would prefer the “dispersed” option, and would support Town Council views that no more than 1,000 new houses should be built in Malton/Norton. Habton believes the existing town and village development limits should be revised, in line with local opinion, to ensure that the dispersed option does not lead to indiscriminate development.
H1: “Do you think that we should build more private houses up to as much as 350 dwellings a year?”

A: This depends on the demand for new houses within Ryedale.

H2: Do you think that we should only build more than 200 homes per year if we could restrict additional numbers to affordable housing for local people?”

A: Yes.

H3: “Do you think that “Rural Ryedale Community Housing Sites” would help to increase the delivery of affordable housing?”

A: Yes

H4: “Are you aware of any land that would be suitable location for a new Gypsy and Traveller site?”

A: No.

H5: “Do you think we should have an additional tier in the settlement hierarchy as locations for Rural Ryedale Community Sites”

A: As mentioned in the answer to SC3, Habton rejects Option 3 for all the reasons previously stated in the attached document. Habton prefers the “dispersed” option (ie Option 1), within revised village and town development limits. Habton is surprised that the Consultation Document does not provide a clear, unambiguous question inviting consultees to give their views on which of the 3 stated options they would prefer. Subject to this, if the Council does decide to adopt Option 3, the Council should consider using the “Groups of Villages with Services” option, as set out in government circulars and described in the attached document. If this is not agreed, and only then, would Habton agree to “Rural Community Housing Sites”.
H6: Which option do you think is best for choosing “Local Service Villages”? 

A: Subject to the answer to H5 above, any 1 of the three services, but villages that make substantial use of  any of such services in a neighbouring village should also be eligible to qualify.

H7: “Do you think the proportions set out above broadly reflect the role of these settlements in Ryedale? What is an appropriate individual proportion of housing for Kirbymoorside and Helmsley?”
A: This is a loaded question. Habton does not agree with these figures. No town or village community should be asked to accept more new houses than the local community can reasonably be expected to assimilate.  The footnote under the table is misleading. 50% would equate to many more than 1500 new homes in Malton/Norton, if the Council decides on a housing target of more than 200 houses a year.

E 1:   Do you agree that the majority of new employment land and business space should be provided in the towns?
A: Subject to the points made in the attached document, yes.

E2: Should the LDF allocate sites for specific business needs? EG. A high tech business park, starter units, expansion units.

A: Yes.

E3: These proportions reflect the locations where employers say they need to be. Do you agree with the suggested distribution of employment land? What else would you suggest?
A: Habton has no views.

E4: Do you think there are appropriate locations for “park home” estates in Ryedale?

A: Habton has no views.

E5: “What do you think our approach to the re-use of rural buildings should be?”

A: They should be utilised for either permanent housing or employment – not for holiday accommodation.

R1: Do you agree with the proposed retail hierarchy?

A: Section 3.3 (Shops) would seem to be misleading, and the questions asked do not provide the opportunity to comment generally on, for example, the need for new supermarkets. The tables on Pages 34 and 35 come from the RTP Report on Retail Capacity dated September 2008. The figures stated therein have been superseded by planning permissions granted since September 2008, so that there is very much less retail capacity available for new stores selling convenience goods now than there was when the RTP Report was first produced. Further the table on “food” in the RTP document is in regard to “convenience” goods – not just food. Further, the tables extracted only show the optimistic scenario on the assumption that Ryedale’s shopping retention rate can be increased by 17% - the figures for static retention are not stated. Further, the information stated in the bullet points fails to state their source, and it has not been made clear that these conclusions come from two separate consultants’ reports which both reach different conclusions. Habton does not see the need for a new large supermarket at Wentworth Street Car Park in Malton.
R2: Do you agree with these proportions? What other levels would you suggest?
A: Habton has no views.

R3: Do you agree with our approach to the town centre limits? Where would you expand the commercial limits in Malton?

A: Habton agrees the approach. The town centre commercial limit of Malton should be extended to include the Cattle Market area only.

NBE1 What sort of policy do you think we should have in regard to the Natural and Built environment and energy conservation? Do you think we should have specific targets over and above those being applied through Building Regulations?

A: Yes.
NBE2 Do you think we should have a policy which requires a proportion of the energy supply to a development to come from renewable sources? Or should we set a target based on reduction in carbon emissions?

A: The policy should relate to reducing energy costs by using renewable sources.

NBE3: Do you agree with the use of a positively worded, criteria-based policy to assess renewable and low carbon energy power generation schemes?

A: Yes

NBE4: What type of major renewable energy generation schemes should we provide in Ryedale, and where are the best locations for these?

A: Habton would support no more than 20 wind turbines to be situated on the North York Moors.

NBE 5: What do you consider to be important cultural or heritage features in the market towns? For example, which buildings, spaces and views are important to you?

A: Habton feels the market towns have a fine cultural heritage which should be preserved.
NBE6: Are there any areas you feel should be included within the Conservation Areas for the towns? Should any areas be excluded?
A: This question should be referred to the people who live in the market towns.
NBE 7: How do you think we can help to support the work of local estates?

A: Grant aid and full consultation on any Council initiative which might adversely affect them.

NBE8 : What types of green open spaces are important to you?

A: footpaths and the local cricket pitch, river bank access and walking.

NBE 9 Are there opportunities to provide better links between the spaces in your settlement and the wider countryside?

A: Yes

NBE 10: a) Should we designate the Vale of Pickering as an area of High Landscape Value, or b) should we replace areas of High Landscape Value with a policy approach that protects the character and value of all landscapes?

A: Neither. The existing policy set up seems to be working satisfactorily. There is no need for further restrictions: new development should continue to be restricted to within village and town development limits (which should be revised). New employment sites in the villages and open countryside should be strictly limited to businesses which relate to or support agriculture or equine pursuits.

NBE 11: Do you think that there are other areas which should be identified as Visually Important Undeveloped Areas? Are there any existing VIUAs that should be no longer identified?

A: Habton would wish the open area and woodland in front of Manor Farm (shown hatched on the map in the current local plan) to be preserved as it is an important feature of the settlement.
NBE12: Do you think it is right that we protect leisure and community facilities such as sports fields and allotments?

A: Yes, and we should also protect community facilities such as pubs, churches and shops.

NBE13: What types of leisure and community facilities (eg. Village halls, shops, parks) do you think are needed to support new development through the LDF?

A: Anything that promotes the vitality of the community. This should not be seen in a positive and not in a  restrictive sense. In other words, if the local community feels that new houses would increase the use of community facilities or create the need for them, this should be taken into account. Existing communities should not be allowed to ossify – just because there are no or limited community facilities which might support new development.

4. Growing the Towns

These questions should be answered by the people who live in the towns. As stated above, Habton prefers the “dispersed” option, supports the limit of new houses in Malton/Norton to no more than 1,000, and does not want to see a supermarket in Wentworth Street Car Park. Villages need growth to maintain vitality.
THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT

RYEDALE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS OF COUNCILLOR PAUL ANDREWS

1.1. I have been a parish councillor for the Habton Parish since 2001. In May 2003, I was elected as a district councillor to RDC for the Malton ward. I was re-elected  in May 2007, and at the same time also became a member of Malton Town Council.

1.2. My submissions have the following purposes:

1.3. To seek a reasonable balance between town and country;

1.4. The views expressed in this statement are my own, and also reflect the views of Habton PC and (in regard to the town of Malton)  Malton Town Council, although Malton Town Council has not taken a view on which of the three housing allocation options should apply throughout the district. Malton Town Council met on 28th January and Habton PC met on 29th January. A draft of this document was produced to Habton PC and was approved at the meeting. 

2. Spatial Strategy – Housing - The Options

2.1. There are three possible options: the market towns option (allowing development only in the Market towns); the market towns and village envelope option (allowing new housing in market towns and within certain carefully prescribed development limits within villages; and the Market Towns and Service village option (allowing new housing in the market towns and  in certain specified villages, and prohibiting all market led development elsewhere.

2.2. This is a very difficult issue, because every market town and every village is a distinct and separate community. If too much development takes place in any one community, there is a risk that the community could lose its identity and be swamped by outsiders. In my view, no community should have to grow at a rate which will make it difficult or impossible to integrate newcomers. This is bound to lead to problems, not only in regard to the provision of adequate infrastructure, such as schools, but also in regard to social issues such as crime, drugs etc.

2.3. Conversely, if communities are not allowed to grow, they can lose their vitality, and also the amenities which they currently retain. 

2.4.  The present policy requires new housing development to be concentrated within the market towns, and, for that reason, village development limits were tightened and restricted. In spite of this, more new development has been built in the countryside than in the towns. 

2.5. There is more demand for new houses in the countryside than in the market towns. This is one of the factors that results in making houses in the countryside inordinately expensive and overvalued. 

2.6. Ryedale is a large district with a high proportion of agricultural and equestrian businesses. Ryedale is known as the “Newmarket of the North”. These businesses not only include farms and racing stables, but also the businesses which support farms and racing stables. There is therefore a need for local accommodation for people who live and work in these businesses.

2.7. Ryedale’s traditional businesses, being largely based on agriculture and equestrian activities, are widely dispersed and are not concentrated in the market towns. For example, my own village of Great Habton has several farms, a racing stables and a haulage yard. Within a radius of three miles there is Westlers, a large food processing business, BATA (which provides services to agriculture), and the nationally renowned Flamingoland theme park and zoo.

2.8. There is also a large tourism sector, including hotels, guesthouses, stately homes ( Castle Howard is one of the best known in the country and organises open air concerts which are attended by thousands),  a famous preserved railway, rural and other museums, pubs and businesses which support country recreational activities such as hiking, fishing, shooting, hunting, horse riding  etc.

2.9. With so many employment opportunities dispersed outside of the market towns, it can hardly be appropriate to restrict new housing development for those who work in them to the market towns or a limited number of “service villages”. It makes no sense, in environmental terms, for workers to travel from towns like Malton to work at places like Flamingoland, or to any of the racing stables. 

2.10. There is a real sense of local community in the villages of Ryedale. Unfortunately, house prices have risen to such an extent that it is no longer possible for ordinary working people to buy houses in the villages where their families live and work. Local working people cannot afford these prices. The result is that young local people who are first time buyers have no chance of buying a house near their families or place of work.

2.11. Many people believe country people are better off than people who live in towns. This is not so. Country incomes, particularly in the agricultural sector are very low compared with those of people who live in cities. As income in other businesses have risen, incomes from agriculture have continued to decline, so that few farm workers are paid more than the National Minimum Wage, and this low wage culture extends beyond agriculture to most other businesses. The result is that, as house prices rise, ordinary country working people find themselves at a serious disadvantage, when compared with outsiders who look for a pleasant home in attractive surroundings from which they can commute to work in either York or Leeds – or even London. So, instead of staying within the community, local people move to places like Leeds, where houses are cheaper and wages are greater. The result is that local communities are becoming less and less sustainable. It is believed that the recession has not changed this. Houses in Ryedale villages are still above the price range which can be paid by most local people.

2.12. In former times, the village communities were kept together by the allocation of council houses to local people: – rural housing policies always have served a different purpose than urban ones - as farm cottages were sold off, the former tenants and their families moved into council houses which had  been built in their villages. This was achieved by awarding waiting list points in favour of applicants who had a local connection. 

2.13. In 1991 Ryedale sold its Council house stock to Ryedale Housing Association, which has since merged into a larger body (Yorkshire Housing Association) which serves a much larger area than Ryedale, including York and Leeds. Since 1991, as far as I am aware very few (if any) new Housing Association houses have been built in the villages – most have been built in the market towns. Since then, many have been sold to tenants under the preserved right to buy. So there is a shortage of rented accommodation for local people.  

2.14. This situation has been made worse by government policy. I personally handled the legal work for the housing transfer of 1991. The transfer agreement contained a clause that restricted the use of Ryedale’s housing stock to people who were in housing need in Ryedale. In 1999, this restriction was taken out of the agreement so as to allow Ryedale’s old housing stock to be made available to applicants who had no local connection. At about the same time, the government required the Housing Corporation – the body which regulates housing associations and funds new developments – to require all housing associations to stop awarding waiting list points to applicants for having a local connection. So Ryedale Housing Association can no longer give the same kind of priority to local people.

2.15. The question is, therefore, how to allow villages and market towns to grow naturally and maintain their vitality, without losing their sense of community, and without losing their ability to accommodate people with a local connection.

2.16. In the recent past, the Council has sought to deal with this issue by the Service Village Option . This proposal would have prevented any new housing in the villages or the open countryside – not even allowing such development within the existing village development limits. However, the Council would have made an exception in favour of exclusively affordable housing developments which might still have been built within village development limits. In making this concession, the Council produced NO evidence to show that there is any housing association which is at all likely to build any new affordable houses in the villages in the near (or even the foreseeable) future.

2.17. There was also an assumption that private developers might be prepared to build affordable houses. Whilst it is not unreasonable to expect private developers to build such houses as part of larger developments, it is quite unrealistic to expect them to build many developments which are exclusively affordable. Developers say such developments just would not be viable, and, so far, none has been built to date, as far as I am aware: so why should any be built in the future plan period?

2.18. There was also the suggestion that permission might still be given for new housing within the current village envelopes, provided that there should be a condition restricting sale to people who have a local connection with Ryedale. This would have the effect of depressing the value of a house by a considerable amount – at least 10%. This might well work in a national park, but one has to ask if, given the choice, a developer is going to want to build new houses in an area where he will receive less profit than he would receive for the same house in a n area where such conditions do not apply. Equally, would a landowner want to sell his land while the condition applies or wait and see if the plan is likely to change? In my view, this policy will kill all future house building in villages. 

2.19. The situation has been made even worse by Regional and National policies. As we all know, Whitehall and the Regional Office hand down to local planning authorities figures which determine the requirements for new housing, and local planning authorities are expected to produce plans or development frameworks which implement these figures. So government has always expected a slow growth in housing in rural North Yorkshire, and the housing requirement figures for Ryedale have always reflected this. The effect has been a policy of restricting new housing, by concentrating it in the towns, and, to this end, the village development limits of the present plan were drawn more tightly than they had been before, and many sites which had been allocated within the village development limits before were excluded from them (for example the Manor Farm development at Great Habton). The service village option would tighten the policy even more by prohibiting any development in non-service villages even in the development limits.

2.20. The figures handed down from Whitehall worked perfectly well, while the demand for housing in Ryedale was limited. However, in the last few years, there has been a complete change of circumstances. Commuters are willing to travel greater distances to work, and many retired people have moved into Ryedale. This has put pressure on house prices, and the policies which restrict the number of new houses have pushed prices up even more. Before 2000, house prices in the rural areas used to be well below the price of houses near York. Now that differential is disappearing, but rural wages and incomes have not significantly increased, and country people find themselves priced out of the market. It is understood that this is still true in spite of current falling prices.

2.21. It is in this context that I welcome the recent proposed increase in the housing figures handed down to us. An increased housing allocation for Ryedale will allow more houses to be built in the countryside, and make the idea of concentrating 50% of all new housing in Malton/Norton inappropriate. 

2.22. This leads to the rather dubious distinction between holiday lets and permanent dwellings. Both types of accommodation are either houses or flats, and both have the same appearance as, and have to have the amenities of, a permanent dwelling: the distinction is in the time you are allowed to remain in occupation. So, a holiday let is classed as an employment use of land, but not as a residential use. Because holiday lets are classed as an employment use, they do not contravene the government’s housing requirement figures. Further, as farming is in difficulty generally, permission for holiday lets falls neatly into the policy of farm diversification, and traditional farm buildings in traditional farm yards all over Ryedale are being converted into holiday lets, when they could be used to ease the shortage of new housing. 

2.23.  

In many villages, particularly those in or near the National Park or other areas of high amenity value, there are large numbers of holiday lets: in some villages there are so many holiday lets that the village is dead in the winter.

2.24. In other words, the way local policies and national policies interact at present actually reduces the supply of homes, without in any way discouraging the demand. All these factors combine to force house prices out of the range of the local people who need them – in spite of the recent downturn in house prices.

2.25. There is also an environmental issue. Holiday lets, by their very nature, must generate more car journeys than permanent dwellings, if the dwellings are occupied by people who work locally

2.26. The concept of “service villages” does not fit Ryedale. There are certainly some villages which are larger than others and have more infrastructure and services, but this is not the way Ryedale works. As mentioned before, Ryedale’s businesses, particularly its agricultural, leisure, tourist and equestrian businesses are dispersed throughout the countryside and not concentrated around specific towns or“service” villages.  

2.27. For example, my village, Great Habton, is in a group of villages which includes Amotherby, Swinton, Rhyton, Kirby Misperton and others. Within a range of three miles, there are the following employment opportunities and local infrastructure:

2.27.1. Easterby’s racing stables – employs about 50. The gallops go around the back of the village, and one block of stables is half a mile down the road. Easterby’s own houses within the village, which they let to their employees.

2.27.2. Bulmer’s’ haulage – this is a business which has grown out of farm diversification – believed to employ more than thirty people and situate opposite the Easterby stables;

2.27.3. Flamingo land zoo and leisure theme park;

2.27.4. BATA in Amotherby – a large business which supports farming;

2.27.5. Westler’s foods – believed to employ over a hundred workers – one of the district’s largest employers;

2.27.6. A butcher’s shop, which also sells general groceries;

2.27.7. Several village post offices;

2.27.8. Several churches;

2.27.9. A popular Chinese restaurant, (the Queen’s Head);

2.27.10. A cordon bleu restaurant and pub (The Grapes, Great Habton)

2.27.11. Other pubs which also serve food in Great Barugh and Kirby Misperton,

2.27.12. Several village halls (including one particularly big one at Kirby Misperton), a sports centre at Swinton, several village cricket grounds etc.

3. 

A local primary school in Amotherby

Indeed, there are more facilities within this group of villages and within a 3 miles radius of any of them than there is within three miles of Sheriff Hutton, which was to be designated as a service village.

In these circumstances, I would suggest that the best option for future housing is to continue with the current policy (market towns and village envelopes), with a view to reviewing the existing village envelopes, so as to reflect local requirements in a flexible way. This would allow further development, whilst at the same time making provision for a substantial expansion of the market towns. The issue of the provision of affordable housing is dealt with below.

3.1. However, if the Service Village Option is adopted, it may be more realistic to look at groups of villages – rather than individual service villages. 

3.2. Paragraph 3 of PPS7 states:

3.3. “Away from larger urban areas, planning authorities should focus most new development in or near local service centres where employment, housing (including affordable housing), services and other facilities can be provided close together. This should help to ensure these facilities are served by public transport and provide improved opportunities for access by walking or cycling. These centres (which might be a country town, a single large village or a group of villages) should be identified in the Development Plan………………….”

3.4. In these circumstances, it would seem both illogical and contrary to the policies of PPS7 to restrict development within the Habton/ Amotherby group of villages to affordable housing only, as proposed in the draft LDF.

3.5. It is in this context that I would particularly like to support the Parish Council’s case for  the site at Manor Farm Great Habton

3.6. I know my local area well, and can discuss it at length. However, I would be surprised if the Great Habton group of villages is unique within Ryedale, and would expect there are many other groups of villages which are in a similar position.

4. Malton


Malton/Norton have been designated as the principle settlement in the district. The Community accepts the need for further growth and is prepared to accommodate new development. However, like all other communities, the people do not want so much development that it will be impossible to absorb the newcomers or provide the necessary infrastructure for them, and indeed there are already social issues within the existing community in regard to drugs, crime and vandalism. Recently it has been suggested that Malton/Norton should accept 50% of all new housing development in the plan period. This would have resulted in the building of 1,750 new houses, a quantity which would have increased the population of these towns by nearly one third. The town councils do not accept this. They take the view that a 30% expansion should be the maximum that the towns should have to accept (ie. 1,000 houses). There is still discussion within the community as to where these should be located, but one site that has been identified for 600 new houses is between Showfield Lane, Broughton Road and the A64. 

It is understood that the allocation of new housing in Ryedale has increased. Malton Town Councils would want more than 1,000 new houses in Malton/Norton in any event. 

As regards the town centre, I attend meetings of the Malton/Norton Revitalisation Group and would urge the Council to give equal weight to the Revitalisation Plan they have prepared, as an alternative to any other scheme that is brought forward. Malton Town Council have gone further than this. They have resolved to support the Revitalisation Plan in preference to any other scheme.
5. Question 3 Levels of Housing 

5.1. Housing Provision – affordable houses
5.1.1. This has been dealt with above, and I will not repeat earlier comments except to stress: I do not think 3,500 new dwellings over a 15 year period is anything like enough. Further, it is quite clear that policies CP2 and CP4 will not create sustainable or mixed communities in non-service villages. The overall impact of all these restrictive policies will be to force house prices further upwards, and to continue the trend of driving local people out of the villages and out of the district, and of making villages less sustainable. As mentioned above, it is understood that the 3,500 houses limit has been increased. 

5.1.2. An additional point needs to be made on affordability.

5.1.3. The present policy in villages is to insist that, if a developer wishes to build more than a certain number of houses (I believe 5 in villages), two of them must be affordable. This means that, if the developer applies for permission to build less than that number, he can get away with not building any affordable houses. In most villages, few developers will want to build affordable houses, and so they can simply apply for the minimum number and no affordable houses will be built. Indeed there have been cases where the same developer will apply for permission to develop several sites within the same village with an aggregate of more than 5 houses, but cannot be made to build one affordable house, because none of the sites is to have more than four houses. This makes a complete mockery of the policy. The answer is to make the numbers for each settlement cumulative, so that, e.g. if one developer builds 4 ordinary houses in a parish, and another developer then applies for permission to build more houses in the same parish, the first house the second developer builds must be an affordable one, and so on. It is suggested that a policy of this kind is more likely to achieve significant numbers of new affordable homes in no-service villages than the one advocated in the LDF.

The view of Habton PC is that the policy should require the first two of any new houses to be affordable ones, so that, if a developer wishes to build three or more houses in a parish, the first two should be affordable, and so on cumulatively

5.1.4.  Regrettably Ryedale takes the view that this would somehow be unfair. I do not accept this, provided that the policy is fully advertised so that it is well known within the district

5.1.5. Another concern in regard to affordable housing is the imbalance between social rented and shared equity housing. Currently this is established by surveys, and results in a far greater proportion of socially rented houses. This has two untoward consequences: firstly, in the towns, where there is a 40% requirement for affordable houses, this can have an adverse social impact, and in villages there can be difficulties in finding a registered social landlord who will take on the odd house here and the odd house there. The answer is to increase the proportion of shared equity houses – irrespective of the outcome of surveys. Malton TC takes the view that one third of all affordable homes should be shared equity.

5.1.6. It is understood that there are difficulties in obtaining mortgages for shared-equity homes. However, the plan is for a fifteen year period and it should not be assumed that these difficulties will continue indefinitely.

5.2. Equestrian businesses.

5.2.1. The main equestrian business within the district is the numerous racing stables. Malton is known nationally as the “Newmarket of the North” and the racing industry here is very important for the local economy. It is a traditional industry, and, in so far as it concerns the breeding, nurture and training of animals, has much in common with agriculture.  The racing industry provides considerable local employment, and horses trained in Ryedale are raced all over the country. So, it is a mistake to treat the racing business in Ryedale like just another leisure business, which is the impression one receives from reading the plan.

5.2.2. The racing industry is very close to agriculture in other respects. Race horses have to be continually exercised, and this is usually done on “gallops”, which are tracks (often surfaced with wood shavings or other material) that go round the outside of farm fields. The land inside the tracks is quite often owned by the racing stables and let out to local farmers.

5.2.3. In other words, there is very little to distinguish the traditional racing industry from farming in regards to the part it plays in conserving and managing the countryside. This should be recognised in the local plan, and the industry should be encouraged by giving consideration to extending to the racing community some of the benefits which national policy confers on agriculture.  

5.2.4. This applies particularly to the provision of on-site accommodation in remote locations, where this is necessary not only for the accommodation of staff for security and management purposes, but also for the reception of visitors, clients and potential new clients, provided that this is done in a way which does not detract from the visual amenity of the general landscape, and is secured by suitable occupancy conditions.

5.2.5. Paragraph 32 of PPS 7 acknowledges that, “in some parts of the country, horse training and breeding businesses play an important economic role. Local planning authorities should set out in their LDDs their policies for supporting equine enterprises that maintain environmental quality and countryside character.” It would seem to me that there is insufficient detail in the LDF to satisfy this requirement, particularly bearing in mind the importance of the traditional racing industry to this “Newmarket of the North”.

Employment generally 

5.2.6. – I rely on comments made in regard to the previous plan. Any employment business in villages should be related to agriculture or equine business, and not to businesses which have little connection with the countryside.
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