Notes on Council’s Homework on Housing Strategy – Cllr. Paul Andrews
The following comments target specific points and complement and do not supersede comments previously made, nor should they be taken in any way as agreement with the Council’s position, unless clearly stated.

Question 1.

Page 5 Second paragraph. – One of the factors which does not seem to have been taken into account is the impact of large quantities of new homes on the social cohesion of existing communities.

Page 6 sixth bullet point  - see my comments on the impact of heritage enabling development on any policy designed to reduce in-migration of retirement age people. Is such a policy consistent with an “objectively assessed needs of an area”?

Page 8 – 11th bullet point – cannot understand why windfalls are not taken into account, bearing in mind that the Council’s housing projections are taken from data which include over 80% windfalls (see para.4.11 of the draft plan)
Page 9 – 5th bullet point – Compare this statement with para 3.6 of TE 20: “The Council reports that throughout the 1990’s, completion rates averaged around 200 per annum, but from 1999 onwards they reduced to 140 per annum”. Does the RSS figure of 200pa come from the 200 pa completions before 1999? If not, where does it come from?

Question 2

Council state that the objective assessment and the Council’s SA pointed to a range of reasons as to why higher than 200 pa figures would be harmful. Unfortunately, they have used the same arguments to justify their housing distribution strategy, and so I challenge them.. 

Need to re-balance the population – this objective ceased to be attainable as soon as the SOS introduced his heritage enabling development policies. (paras 126 – 141 NPPF). As mentioned in my previous comments, one can expect a substantial number of enabling houses (I think in the region of 1,500  - for the reasons previously explained) to be built in the open countryside and/or in the “other” villages. If one supposes that it is houses built in these locations which attract the undesirable over 65’s and commuters, and one assumes a continuing split of 46% - 54% between houses in the countryiside and those in the market towns, it is clear that there is very little the Council will be able to do to control the continued in-migration of these “undesirables”, once heritage enabling properties begin to be built. 
As regards commuters, Table 3.8 of TE21 shows 41.6% residents working within their own town and village; 31.7% working elsewhere in Ryedale. Para 3.55 shows a net gain of 674 people commuting into Ryedale. It should be noted that Ryedale is a sparcely populated huge geographical area (550 sq.miles) and its administrative boundaries have little relevance to employment, residential or commercial catchment areas. It should be no surprise if people living near to York, Scarborough, Teeside, East Yorkshire or Hambleton work in those places rather than within Ryedale’s administrative boundaries. 

I would also suggest that this policy which smacks of social engineering is itself contrary to the requirement to meet “objectively assessed needs”, and is inappropriate for a large 550 sq.mile sparcely populated district like Ryedale. 

Need to avoid creating demand.- One  can argue against this point on two possible scenarios:

a) The heritage enabling development meets the needs of the undesirable over 65’s and commuters; or

b) The shortage of new housing in the “other” villages and open countryside succeeds in preventing  these “undesirables” from moving into Ryedale;

In either case, there will be a surplus of houses for those people whose presence is required to “re-balance” the population because more than the same number of houses is to be provided than would be enough to accommodate both these and and the “undesirables”. If one applies the Council’s reasoning, this will fuel the demand which the Council is seeking to control, and will result in higher house prices throughout the district.

Page 3 – First bullet point. The STA does NOT state that “levels of growth in Malton and Norton exceed 2,000 for the plan period”. What it does say is that the level of development included in Option 4A would not be unacceptable in regard to the impact of traffic on existing junctions. This is something which I hotly dispute, and on which I still await the Council’s response to the questions put to them in the second week of the hearing.
Page 4 – As regards the table, please note that it is the position of Malton and Norton residents, as recorded in the Neighbourhood Plan consultation, and as evidenced to me during last year’s elections,  that residents do not want more than 1,000 new houses – whatever the percentage this might be of the overall number of houses which is finally agreed.

Question 3 – Noted that this does not look at any housing numbers less than 200pa.,

Question 4 – I note the reference to the Council’s “distribution” policies in the second para. I do not accept that these provide a positive approach for boosting housing growth, because of the undue restrictions on building in the “other” villages etc., which I believe make the whole plan unsound.
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