Jill,
Thankyou for your email.

In replying, I am copying in members. As only a few members are as well versed in planning as you and I, I shall use highlighting and other tools to help them understand these highly complex issues. So please do not take offence at this.

I am also attaching a copy of the list of “Group 1” sites, also for the assistance of members.

The list of “Group 1” sites which is identical with the sites in “Scenario 1” is defined as “development sites which have been given planning permission and are therefore committed or allocated and are likely to be developed first.”
You have conceded that this definition is not correct and that most of these sites do not have planning permission or outstanding applications for planning permission.

So the definition given is wrong and misleading. I think I am therefore entitled to ask:

Who authorised this misleading definition to be given?

You then go on to say that you believe that certain assumptions should be made.  You then acknowledge that the list of sites included in Group 1 has been handed down to Jacobs by Council officers – it is not a list compiled by them.

So, it is reasonable to ask : who authorised the officers to present that list of sites to Jacobs?
I cannot believe that officers compiled the list and handed it down without political instructions, because you know, as well as I know, that the list is irrational and will not stand logical scrutiny.
I am reminded of the last local Conservative manifesto which made the following promise:

“We will dispense with meaningless consultation on what has already been decided”

So, am I right in believing that Councillor K. Knaggs is the man who authorised this list? If so, would you please advise under what authority that authorisation was given. Would you also please explain why I as a local member was not consulted? Could you tell me if any other local Malton/Norton members were consulted, and if so which local Malton/Norton members? Perhaps you could also advise if consultation with local Malton/Norton members is now regarded as “meaningless” because Councillor Knaggs has already made the decision?
You correctly state that the aim of  the study is to test how the location, distribution and quantity of development impacts upon the ability of the highway network to accommodate future growth. The study is necessary to evidence key choices.........” 
You know perfectly well that the key choices which interest members and the public include such issues as the future use of Wentworth Street Car Park, The Livestock market site or whether or not the Eden Road site should be developed.  If that is the case, the controversial sites should have been excluded from the “baseline”, and Jacobs should have been instructed to “test how the location, distribution and quantity of the proposals for those sites would impact on the highway network”. That cannot be done if such sites are included within a “baseline” which assumes their development is a foregone conclusion.

A further illogicality arises out of the retail figures:

As you are very well aware, a lot of work has been done on this, and numerous reports have been obtained. The last one was by RTP in December last year.  I questioned some of the conclusions in this, which I did not accept because, inter alia, they were inconsistent with conclusions set out in a draft report issued by the same consultants and dated September 2008. I will not repeat these arguments here, but will simply  use the figures from the December 2009 RTP report, even though I disagree with them.
As you know, there is a difference between retail sales of “comparison” goods and retail sales of “convenience” goods – “convenience goods” being those goods one normally buys in one’s weekly shop (food, cleaning utensils etc.- the kind of goods  normally sold by supermarkets). 
Table 3.2 on Page 16 of the December 2009 RTP report gives the net floorspace requirement for convenience goods for the WHOLE  of Ryedale (NOT just Malton) up to the year 2021 as 2,164 sq.m.  This means that if planning permission is granted for retail convenience floor space in excess of this, there is likely to be insufficient convenience expenditure capacity to support the turnover requirements of the excess convenience floorspace. In other words, the new shop will cause others to close and adversely impact on the vitality and viability of the existing town centre.
The same report also states that the requirement for net retail convenience floor space to 2,013 is 417sq.m.  
Now clearly, this does not mean that as from 1st January 2013, there will be a requirement of 2,164 sq.m instead of 417sq.m. What it does mean is that by the end of the period (ie 2021) there is likely to be  a requirement for 2,164sq.m.

However, Jacobs report, clearly repeating information supplied by Ryedale, states that the sites listed  in the Group 1 list “are likely to be developed first”. This is completely misleading.
Further, if one adds up the new retail space listed in “Group 1”, the total is 20,400 sq.m.  Of this, sites without planning permission which I know are under consideration for “convenience goods” (Livestock Market, WWSCP, Welham Road) comprise 6,100 sq.m – ie. 281% of the convenience requirement given in December last year by the Council’s own consultants for the WHOLE  district (NOT just Malton).
So the list of sites provided to Jacobs by Council officers is not even consistent with a report which was produced to the Council only four months ago – the difference is almost three times.

Clearly what members need to know is what the traffic impact of each of these sites is likely to be, so as to assist members to decide which ones to choose – not to assume that they are all  part of the same baseline, and will all be likely to be developed first.

I set out below further comments on a site by site basis.

	
	SITE
	CURRENT STATUS

(All sites within housing development limits unless otherwise stated)
	STATUS IN GROUP 1
	COMMMENTS

	1
	Livestock Market
	Outside town centre commercial limits, used for livestock sales and residential
	Retail (convenience) and residential
	Cannot be developed unless Livestock Market moves and TC commercial limits changed; forms part of an overall “Revitalisation plan” which is in direct competition with Council’s proposals to redevelop WWSCP; proposals shown on Table 3.1 not the “Revitalisation Plan” proposals, but another scheme dreamed up by RDC and not the subject of any planning application  – all matters which require resolution through the LDF and not ad hoc  in advance of it. Should not therefore be treated as a foregone conclusion.

	2
	Wentworth Street Car Park
	Car Park. Outside TC commercial limits
	Retail and Residential – includes 3,000sq.m supermarket
	Cannot be developed unless TC commercial limits changed under LDF; a highly controversial site which does not have planning permission or any outstanding application; Will add considerably to pollution, and may be contrary to Air Quality Mangement Order - all matters which require resolution through the LDF and not ad hoc  in advance of it. Should not therefore be treated as a foregone conclusion.

	3
	Pasture Lane/ Showfield Road
	Unallocated
	Residential, employment and retail (bulky goods – ie not convenience)
	Needs allocation – a site which I personally might favour (after all due consideration), but even so should remain part of the LDF process. 

	4
	East Mount/Old Malton Gate
	Is this site within the housing development limits?
	Residential
	Please define status (in or outside housing development limits)

	5
	Mount Crescent Hotel
	Commercial – hotel 
	Residential
	I am not aware of any planning permission to change this to residential. The idea of converting to residential is, to my knowledge, just a scheme dreamed up by RDC

	6
	Ryedale Business Park, Eden Road
	Green field site, outside TC commerclal limits, outside housing development limits, and NOT allocated for industrial or employment use
	12,000 sq.m employment site
	Another highly controversial site; planning application for only one third of it called in in 2007, and then withdrawn in the face of massive public opposition. All matters relating to this proposal require resolution through the LDF and not ad hoc  in advance of it. Should not therefore be treated as a foregone conclusion.

	7
	Manor Park, Old Malton
	Planning permission for employment granted ad hoc
	Employment
	Another site granted planning permission in the face of huge public hostility.

	8
	Highfield Lane
	Residential
	Residential
	

	9
	Barton Cottage
	Planning permission for residential granted in accordance with current policies
	Residential
	

	10
	Land West of York Road Industrial Estate
	Not sure about this. Isn’t this partly unallocated?
	Employment
	May need allocation under LDF

	11
	Norton Grove Industrial Estate
	Not sure about this. Isn’t this partly unallocated?
	Employment
	May need allocation under LDF

	12
	Redrow Housing Site, Scarborough Road
	Planning permission for residential granted
	Residential
	

	13
	Sheepfoot Hill, Castlegate
	Outside TC commercial limits; current use employment
	Retail

(11,100sq.m)
	Not clear if this is to be entirely for “comparison” goods or to include another “convenience” supermarket. Size of these proposals will have devastating traffic impact on Castlegate and Butcher’s Corner, which will be made worse by the proximity of Morrisons (including new extension) and Lidl.  This is an entirely mischievous inclusion.  Will add considerably to pollution, and may be contrary to Air Quality Mangement Order. All matters relating to this proposal require resolution through the LDF and not ad hoc  in advance of it. Should not therefore be treated as a foregone conclusion.

	14
	Former Travis Perkins Builders Yard, Yorkersgate
	Currently employment
	Residential
	May need allocation under LDF

	15
	Robsons Garage, Welham Road, Noton
	Outside TC commercial limits, but granted permission ad hoc 12th May last year
	Retail (convenience)
	This permission  limits the Council’s options under the LDF in regard to new retail convenience floor space.

	16
	Former Dewhirst Factory, Welham Road, Norton
	Outside TC commercial limits. Planning permission applied for, for determination on Tuesday
	Retail (convenience), education and housing
	Council’s own consultants have recommended refusal. This site should therefore definitely not be included in this list. If granted ad hoc,  the permission will limit all the LDF retail options. Will add considerably to pollution, and may be contrary to Air Quality Management Order

	17
	Elements of the Woolgrowers’ Site 
	I believe this land is unallocated and within an area liable  to flooding.
	Residential
	This land requires allocation under the LDF – in competition with other sites


As regards the above:

1. Malton and Norton Town Councils have both indicated that they do not want to have more than 1,000 new houses in Malton/Norton. The total number of houses in “Scenario 1” do not exceed this number, and it may therefore be arguable that it is reasonable to assume that most of these sites can be viewed as a kind of baseline – subject to all the qualifications and reservations you have mentioned. Even so, Item 5 should not be included.
2. The same cannot be said in regard to proposals for retail (convenience – ie new supermarket proposals), where the Council’s consultants have advised to stick to a limit of 2,164 sq.m – a limit only to be reached by 2021. It is therefore not appropriate to include items 1,2 and 16 in the Group 1 list, as these have to be looked at as competing sites. There should be a separate “scenario” for each one.
3. Some of the employment sites are brown field and it is arguable that it may be reasonable to view these sites as included in the Group 1 baseline. Other sites are green field and should not be automatically seen as part of the “Baseline”. On this basis, Item 6 should definitely be excluded from the Group 1 baseline, and possibly some of the others.
4. The site at Sheepfoot Hill/Castlegate (No.6) should be excluded from the Group 1 list and dealt with separately.

5. My main criticism of this exercise is that your office knows perfectly well that there are two rival schemes for improving Malton – the Council’s scheme to redevelop WWSCP and the “Revitalisation Scheme” proposed by local businesses. This Council is a public body, financed out of public money and its purpose is not just to promote its own schemes for its own financial benefit. The highways impact of both schemes should have been examined, evaluated and compared, so as to enable members to form a balanced opinion to enable them to choose between either scheme. By putting WWSCP into a list of sites which are assumed to be “developed first”, the Council has failed to do this. You have asked me what further information I require. My request is for you to get Jacobs to do this work.

It would therefore be appreciated if you would ask Jacobs to redo the entire report on the basis of a Scenario 1 amended as above. I fear that,  if this is not done, the endtire LDF process may be prejudiced.

Please note that the fact that I may not have commented on any particular point in your email does not mean that I accept it.

Regards
Councillor Paul Andrews

