RYEDALE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK
The Ryedale Plan – Housing Section 4 and Paras 1.11 – 1.13
Written Submissions of Councillor Paul Andrews
Introduction 

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 as an Independent, 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. They also reflect the views of Habton PC and (in regard to the town of Malton only)  Malton Town Council. Malton Town Council has not taken a view on which of the three housing allocation options should apply throughout the district, but they do not wish to take on more than 1,000 new houses in the next 15 years. Habton Parish Council wants 16 new houses on the Manor Farm site, in order to remove an eyesore and include some affordable housing for people with a local connection.
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 who it will not be able to absorb. 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. This is perhaps due to the way the affordable housing policy is applied in countryside areas (see para.4.4).
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 very much. 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 have always 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, particularly in the villages.  
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, as before, and has a long waiting list. Now, the only advantage of having a local connection occurs when there are two or more applicants for the same house with equal numbers of points.
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 an 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, if adopted, 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 or discouraging any market led development in non-service villages even within 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 hase 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. The regional spatial policy figures no longer have to be applied. However, Councils are still required to maintain a five years housing supply. Ryedale have nevertheless continued with the Regional Spatial Strategy Figures, but so far have produced no report to committee justifying their continued application, as far as I am aware. Further, the Council has so far produced no report in regard to the determination of a five year land supply, but continue to rely upon the Regional Spatial Strategy target of 200 new houses a year (which reflects the building rate within Ryedale between 1991 and 2002, and which may have been distorted following the local government  reorganisation of 1996. However, it is understood that the rate of house building over the last ten years has averaged at 150 houses per year. I was not aware of this until very recently, and so have in the past welcomed the prescribed regional target and even suggested it should be exceeded to bring down prices. However, taking into account comments in previous paragraphs, the current low house-building rate would seem to suggest that most of the people who can afford the new houses are not the local people who most need them, if they are to continue to reside in the district.
2.22. At the time Eric Pickles revoked RSSs, with the intention of abolishing them completely through the Localism Bill, Steve Quartermain, who is the Chief Planning Officer, issued the letter at the end of the link below. Refer to para 10 specifically:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/1631904.pdf
2.23. It is now up to local authorities to decide what housing requirement target should form the basis of the 5 year land supply. They will also have to determine the basis of all other types of targets, as well as the overall strategy, including the settlement hierarchy. All of these were previously set out in RSS, so now it has been revoked then the local authority will need to fill in the gaps. To my knowledge, this is an exercise which Ryedale has not carried out.
2.24. National planning policy on Housing is set out in PPS3, and this provides the approach to identifying the housing requirement target. Specifically, the section starting at para 32:

http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/pps3housing
2.25. The letter from Steve Quartermain suggests local authorities can set out what they are going to do in the interim and until they can complete the exercise through the LDF process. The letter states that the RSS evidence is appropriate in the short term, but they are free to choose to adopt a different approach, which might be housing need, the level of existing planning permissions, or population forecasts. However, whatever approach they intend to take in the short term has to be justified - they can't just pick a number out of the air, as this would leave them open to legal challenge. To avoid legal challenge, it would be advisable for any interim target to be evidenced and subjected to public consultation. The reason why RSS can provide a sensible short term option is because it is evidenced, it has been subject to consultation, and it has also been scrutinised through the planning process. This exercise has not been done: Ryedale has simply decided to stick to the RSS figure without any public consultation.
2.26. In these circumstances, it would seem inappropriate to stick with the regional target of 200 new houses a year, and even more inappropriate to concentrate them in the market towns.
2.27. One argument used to justify concentrating new build in the market towns is that the market towns are the only settlements which can sustain large developments, and that we need big developments to provide the planning gain to fund major capital projects, such as the construction of a new road system around the Brambling Fields interchange with the A64. However, there would seem to be little point in carrying ourt such works, if the overall impact would be to make existing junctions within the towns which are already over-capacity, considerably worse. In the case of Malton, the only way to remedy this would result in a complete re-modelling of the town, which has not been done (to my knowledge)  and on which the public has certainly not been consulted.
2.28. The risks of building houses in advance of the infrastructure are considerable. 

2.29. Outside the market towns Ryedale is a sparsely populated area and there is an abundance of room for new development without creating problems of this kind. It is therefore logical to continue the policy of allowing market led development within development limits which should be expanded to allow for new houses. 
2.30. I now refer 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 for people in housing need with a local connection with Ryedale. Now that the RSS figures are no longer compulsory, there would seem to be no longer any purpose in maintaining the distinctgion between holiday lets and residences, or of preventing the upgrading of holiday lets to residences.
2.31. 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.
2.32. 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.
2.33. 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

2.34. 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.  

2.35. 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:

2.36. 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.

2.37. 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;

2.38. Flamingo land zoo and leisure theme park;

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

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

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

2.42. Several village post offices;

2.43. Several churches;

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

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

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

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

2.47.1.1.1. A local primary school in Amotherby

2.48. 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 is to be designated as a service village.

2.49. 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 regularly, 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.

2.50. However, if the Service Village Option is adopted, it may be more realistic to look at groups of villages – rather than individual service villages. In this context, Habton could be considered as part of the Amotherby/Swinton or larger Group of Villages
2.51. Paragraph 3 of PPS7 states:

2.52. “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………………….”
2.53. 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
2.54. 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.

2.55. Habton PC is also concerned about the issue of flooding – a substantial part of the village being within the flood plain of the River Rye. They ask that the LDF contain a statement supporting the retention of all the flood banks which currently protect the village.

3. Malton

3.1. 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. 
3.2. In the last LDF Examination in Public it was 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. Malton Town council does not accept this. They take the view that a 30% expansion of Malton/Norton should be the maximum that the towns should have to accept (ie. 1,000 houses). 
3.3. The draft Ryedale Plan is very much worse. Policy CS2 requires Malton and Norton to accept at least 50% of all new housing (at least 1500 houses). The question arises: how many new houses does this actually mean? The Council has produced a study by Jacobs entitled “Malton and Norton Strategic Assessment”. This document is highly controversial, and this is discussed in more detail in the Section on “Highways Issues” in the representations I have made on retail issues and is also mentioned in the the general introduction to this paper. The Jacobs document recommends “Scenario 4(a)”. This assumes that the number of new houses to be built in Malton/Norton over the next 15 years is 2,165 (Page 66 of the Jacobs Report). Members have yet to receive a report on the public consultation on the Jacobs study, but it is clear from what is stated within the report that 2,165 houses for Malton/Norton is what the Council’s political administration has in mind.
3.4. As will be seen from my analysis of the Jacobs document in the Retail section of this paper, the document hangs on Page 11, which purports to represent “development sites which have been given planning permission or have applied for planning permission and are therefore committed or allocated and are likely to be developed first”. This description is erroneous because half of the sites named are outside the respective development or commercial limits of the towns and so should not be considered as allocated until the development or commercial limits have been changed by the Ryedale Plan. The Ryedale Plan does not change any development or commercial limits, but leaves this to the DPD’s. 

3.5. The Jacobs document makes it very clear that all the relevant junctions are already over capacity. However the view is taken that, as they are going to have to cope with all the additional development described on Page 11, the extra 2,165 houses will not make much difference.

3.6. In my view, this is completely wrong. As the junctions are already over capacity, there is clearly only limited room for new housing development in Malton/Norton, and the highways infrastructure is not adequate to cope with what the Council want. The proposals in the Ryedale Plan in this respect are simply not sustainable. Policy CS2 cannot therefore be allowed to stand.

3.7. A further issue arises in regard to Paras. 1.11 – 1.13 of the draft Ryedale Plan. This asks if the Council should support the release of development sites to support the maintenance and repair of heritage assets of national, regional or local importance. It refers specifically to Castle Howard, and suggests that, if the answer is “yes”, the Council might agree to allocate some land within the villages where Castle Howard has substantial landholdings for market housing development without any restriction requiring the houses to be subject to a local needs condition.

3.8. It is difficult to understand the status of the question in the box under para.1.12. It is not treated like a policy, but if the answer is “yes”, the answer clearly becomes a policy statement.

3.9. So we now have an uncertain situation. We don’t know how many houses Castle Howard or other owners of listed buildings will require. So we don’t know the impact of this on the proportion of the distribution of houses in accordance with the second table in policy CS2, particularly as this states that there will be “no planned provision” for “other villages and the open countryside”. Clearly if the answer is “yes”, there will have to be planned provision for “other villages in the open countryside”. 

3.10. So in terms of housing, the plan becomes full of uncertainty. If we don’t know how many houses are going to be built in Malton/Norton, but that this could be any number between 50% and 100%, we can’t be sure that there will be adequate infrastructure to support them. From the evidence available it would seem that, in terms of highways alone, even a 50% allocation to Malton/Norton is unsustainable – because all the relevant junctions are clearly stated to be already over capacity. Similar considerations will apply in regard to all other kinds of infrastructure within Malton/Norton – if we don’t know how many houses are going to be built, how can we know whether schools, drainage, medical services etc. can accommodate them?

3.11. The Council did approve a sustainability report on 2nd August 2010. However, this was after the Ryedale Plan had been only partially debated. The Ryedale Plan has 9 sections, but a closure motion was approved before we had finished discussing Section 4. The rest of the plan went through on the nod, and then members were told by the Leader of the Council that if they had approved the Ryedale Plan, it followed logically that they should approve the sustainability study, and so that too went through on the nod. So there was no discussion or debate on whether or not what had been approved in the Ryedale Plan was in fact sustainable.
3.12. In conclusion, the Council has produced little work to evaluate the applicability of the figures in the Regional Spatial Strategy – to assess whether or not they should apply to Ryedale and there is an unfair and uneven distribution of new housing to the disadvantage of Malton/Norton which cannot be justified in terms of what is sustainable – particularly in regard to highways. In the circumstances Policy CS2 cannot stand and should be scrapped.
4.  Levels of Housing - Housing Provision – affordable houses. 
4.1. Some additional points need to be made on affordability.

4.2. 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.
4.3. 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. A cash contribution is not an adequate solution, as will be seen in paras. 4.7 - 4.11 below
4.4.  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

4.5. 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.
4.6. 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.

4.7. A third point concerns the method of determining the number of affordable houses to be provided for each new development. Ryedale has moved from a 35% affordable housing requirement to a 35% affordable housing “target”. These are two completely different concepts.
4.8. As explained in Para.4.18 of the Plan, each development will be subject to a viability assessment. This will determine how many affordable houses the development can support. So developers will not in fact be required to provide 35% affordable housing: instead they will be required to provide as many as is assessed to be viable up to a maximum of 35% and 35% then becomes an effective “cap”. 
4.9. The consultants’ report provided to the Council showed differing viability for affordable houses in different parts of the district. So, we are told that developments in the East of the district would not provide an adequate profit margin to make the provision of any affordable houses viable, whereas in the Western part of the district, the opposite will apply and there will be an abundance of profit available to provide affordable houses.
4.10. In the Malton/Norton area the Report says the profit margin will be such as to provide only a limited number of affordable houses – not the 35%. However, Malton developers will also be required to provide contributions for planned highway and other works (eg. Brambling Fields). So after this has been deducted, there will be very little money left for affordable housing.

4.11. If the Council is serious in genuinely wishing to help local people in housing need, they should recognise that that need exists outside the towns, and endeavour to get more affordable houses built in the countryside, where the profit margin will allow. In the absence of real interest by housing associations, this means allowing developers to build market houses in the countryside which are not subject to local occupancy conditions, and requiring them to build affordable houses as part of their development. This would take the pressure off Malton/Norton and help to achieve a fair balance between town and country. 
PAUL ANDREWS 3rd November 2010
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