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Appeal Decision

Inquiry held on 27-30 October & 3 November 2015
Site visit made on 27 October 2015

by Ava Wood DipARCH MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government

Decision date: 08 December 2015

Appeal Ref: APP/G2713/A/14/2217056
Land to the north of Stillington Road, Easingwold, YO61 3DZ

e The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.

e The appeal is made by Gladman Developments Limited again ecision of
Hambleton District Council.
e The application Ref:13/01703/0UT, dated 31 July 2013, used by notice dated 26
November 2013.
elopment (use class C3)

(upto 175 dwellings) with associated infrastruciyfte
reserved.

e This decision supersedes that issued on 6 Janua 015. That decision on the appeal
was quashed by order of the High Court.

e The development is described as : proposed residensi
access, with all other matters

Decision
1. The appeal is allowed and pla permission is granted for proposed
residential development (u s C3) (upto 175 dwellings) with associated

infrastructure and access
of Stillington Road,
Ref: 13/01703/0
out in Annex B‘t

Procedural M@
2. The main pardies agreed that the reasons for refusal relating to provision of

affordable housing, public open space, sports and recreation facilities,
children’s services and highway improvements could be addressed through
conditions or via Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) payments, in accordance
with the Council’s recently adopted charging schedule. While concerns around
surface water disposal could also be overcome by condition, the main parties
could not agree on whether it is necessary to address foul water disposal with a
condition. I return to this matter later.

all other matters reserved, on land to the north
Id in accordance with the terms of the application,
31 July 2013, and subject to the 26 conditions set

3. At the inquiry the Council did not therefore pursue reasons for refusal 3, 4, 5, 6
and 7. Mr Clarke appearing on behalf of the Easingwold Town Council and the
Easingwold Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group, however, continued to press
the case against the appeal development on the basis of concerns arising from
impact on Easingwold’s infrastructure and its drainage system. I consider these
matters in due course.
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4,

The eighth reason for refusal is relevant to the manner in which the appellant
consulted with and took on board the community’s views on the application.
Although the Council maintained an objection on that basis, I do not regard it
as a determinant in this case and therefore have not identified it as a main
issue.

At the inquiry the main parties referred to three recent appeal decisions within
the Hambleton District; at Huby, Great Ayton and Stokesley'. Given the recent
dates of their issue, I have had regard to the decisions and agree that they are
material to the appeal case.

The previous Inspector’s quashed decision on this case, however, is of minimal
materiality, other than in respect of matters of agreed evidence-based facts
that have not been subject to change since that decision.

Main Issues

7. The main issues below broadly reflect the main areas for consideration
identified in a pre-inquiry note. These are:

o Is the Council able to identify a five-year s@f deliverable housing
land?

. Whether the proposed development e regarded as
sustainable. g(

o If the Council is unable to identify ve year supply of deliverable
housing land, whether otherQerlal considerations would
significantly and demonstr utweigh the benefits of the scheme,
when assessed against t ies in the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) t a whole.

Reasons

The Development Plan

8.

The Local Policy Framg&

The Hamble ’& Strategy (CS) (adopted 2007), the Development Policies
(2008) an@& eton Allocations (2010) comprise the development plan for
the area.

CS Policy CP1 is a generic policy seeking to meet local development needs
sustainably, and sets out a number of criteria designed to achieve that
objective. CS Policy CP2 looks to direct development to locations that minimise
the need to travel. The Inspector at Stokesley indicated that “insofar as they
seek to secure sustainable development, and to reduce the need to travel, [the
policies] are consistent with the principles of the National Planning Policy
Framework.” In the absence of any notable changes in policy circumstances,
those words still hold true and CS Policies CP1 and CP2 merit significant
weight. The policies are identified in the CS as strategic spatial policies that
take forward the District’s Spatial Strategy. Of note are Spatial Principles 1 and
2; the former identifies the ‘area of opportunity’ to which most housing and
employment related development is directed and the latter refers to Stokesley
and Easingwold as ‘areas of restraint’. Spatial Principle 3 proposes a

! Appeal refs: APP/G2713/A/13/2194376, APP/G2713/A/14/2218137 and APP/G2713/A/14/2223624 respectively
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10.

11.

12.

13.

sustainable hierarchy of settlements headed by the Principal Service Centres,
followed by the Service Centres and, lower down the scale, by Service Villages.

It was agreed at the inquiry that CS Policies CP4, CP5, CP5A, CP6 and
Development Policies DP8 and DP9 are, at least in part, relevant to the supply
of housing. As the scale of new housing set out in Policy CP5 is based on a
constrained housing figure established in the revoked Regional Spatial Strategy
(RSS), it is out of date. That much was agreed and the policy carries no weight
in my considerations. Also agreed (and confirmed by the Stokesley Inspector)
is that the exceptional case test element of CS Policy CP4 and Development
Policy DP9 for development outside of development limits of identified
settlements is inconsistent with the NPPF. The criteria-based aims of the policy
seeking sustainable distribution of development are, however, consistent with
NPPF principles.

Policy CP5A directs developments to the central parts of the district, including
Northallerton, Thirsk and Bedale, with restraint to be exercised in the Stokesley
and Easingwold areas. While there is general agreement between the parties
that the sustainable objectives of the policy comply wi principles, the
appellant argues that the link with Policy CP5 rende t of date. The policy
was not cited by the Council in its reasons for ref t was pursued as an
argument against the development at the inqu cy CP6 apportions at
least 51% of the Policy CP5A targets to the r Service Centres of
Northallerton and Thirsk, with at least tw directed to the Service
Centres of Bedale, Easingwold, Stokesley hirsk, and their respective
hinterlands. Development Policy DP8 s support for development within
settlement Development Limits, an geiopment Policy DP9 covers
development outside developmen %

!

Whether CS Policies CP4, CP5 CP6 and Development Policies DP8 and DP9
are up to date and consisterg the NPPF is dependent on the Council’s
position with regard to t ply of deliverable housing sites.

The Statement of Cq Ground identifies a range of other key CS and
Development polic evant to the delivery of affordable housing, design,
countryside and fhegtatural environment, biodiversity and heritage amongst
others. I refémt m where relevant when considering particular aspects of
the proposQ?Velopment.

Other Local Policy Matters

14.

15.

16.

17.

The Council adopted an Interim Planning Policy Guidance (IPG) in April 2015, in
recognition of the NPPF’s approach to promoting sustainable development in
rural areas. To that end, the IPG allows for greater flexibility and development
of an appropriate scale in smaller settlements.

In December 2013 the Council removed the phasing policy for all allocated
sites in an effort to bring sites forward for development more quickly.

The Council commenced a full Plan review in September 2014 with a view to
replacing the current suite of documents with a Local Plan for the District. The
emerging Local Plan is at an early stage of development and carries no weight
in the determination of this appeal.

A draft of the Easingwold Neighbourhood Plan (ENP) is currently out to
consultation, with an adoption date intended in March 2016. The ENP does not
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alter the amount of development sought to be provided in the development
plan documents. The development plan directs the amount and location of
development. For that reason, and because of its early status, the relevance of
the ENP to this appeal is limited.

Five-year supply of deliverable housing sites (first main issue)

18. In considering this issue I will follow the approach adopted by my colleagues in
previous Hambleton appeals save for the task of determining the objectively
assessed housing (OAN) need for the district. The main parties usefully agreed
that the figure of 458 dwelling per annum (dpa), based on demographic and
economic factors, is to be used as the OAN for the purposes of this appeal only.
For the purposes of this appeal the following were also agreed :

o The five-year period considered in the analysis is 2015/16 to 2019/20.

o The backlog? of 744 is calculated over a period of three years from
2012/13. The backlog is to be met between 2015/16 and 2019/20
using the Sedgefield method.

. The District of Hambleton represents the m&@propriate Housing

Market Area (HMA). %

Five-year Reguirement

19. In establishing a figure for the district’s a@nnual requirement the parties
diverged on the level of buffer to be added &% or 20%), and whether the
buffer should be applied to the requi t or to the total of requirement plus
backlog. The other main source of is whether a market signals uplift
should be applied to the OAN.

20. The appellant presented fou arios and estimated actual annual
requirement ranging from dpa to 934 dpa. These figures are based on
buffers of 5% and 20% and without market signals uplift. The Council’s
preferred scenario ( er added to OAN only) establishes an actual annual
requirement of 63%, or 637 dpa if the 5% was to be added to backlog and
OAN. At my regu@ he Council also produced its calculations based on a 20%

buffer. \
5% or 20% gffer and its application

21. The NPPF trigger for applying the 20% buffer is a ‘record of persistent under
delivery of housing’. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) recognises that the
approach to identifying a record of persistent under delivery involves questions
of judgments and that factors going into that judgment are not exhaustive.

22. At the Great Ayton appeal the parties agreed that 5% was appropriate. The
Huby Inspector applied the same level of buffer, in the absence of evidence
showing that low completion rates had been a product of housing land
shortages, and because the recession might have been responsible for under
delivery in more recent periods. My colleague at Stokesley concluded from data
on annual net housing completions presented to him that “[O]n its face, prior
to examining underlying considerations, this represents 'persistent under
delivery’.” He went on to apply the 5% buffer, on the basis of measures

2 The term ‘backlog’ was used by the main parties at the inquiry.
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adopted by the Council to boost supply and because there was no inherent
shortage of sites with planning permission.

23. The appellant argues that once a record of persistent under delivery is
established, paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires the 20% to be applied and
leaves no room for discretion to do otherwise. Furthermore, it is said that the
flexibility allowed for in the PPG go into the assessment of whether there has
been persistent under delivery, and is not used to establish the level of buffer
to be applied. That interpretation may well be correct and, in the case of
Hambleton, there are a number of factors influencing whether the Council’s
record warrants the 5% or 20% buffer.

24. The data going back to 2004/05 shows net completions running above or close
to requirements between 2005/06 and 2008/09 before declining from 2009/10
onwards. It is more than likely that the marked decline was due to the
economic conditions during what has been a protracted and deep recessionary
period. The Inspectors at Huby and Stokesley were similarly persuaded. This
view is borne out by the net completions in the last year 14/15) rising
substantially above completions in recent years. There j % continuing and
unchallenged evidence of divergence between perm granted and
completions since 2011/12, which goes some way ﬂrm that the Council
has been granting permissions at rates that the ry has been unable to
match. The situation at Hambleton is very ff rom the Aston Clinton
appeal referred to by the appellant. In th I the outstanding permissions
of 7,000-9,000 units referred to by the Ins or as “very large numbers” does
not apply here.

25. With these factors in mind, and a
I believe that the reasons for th

my judgement as advised in the PPG,
delivery are not due to the Council’s
inactions but more likely caus factors beyond its control. Furthermore, the
past under supply cannot b uted to the shortage of sites with permission.
Therefore, having re evidence before me, the Council cannot be
charged with a recore Q istent under delivery. I side with the previous
Inspectors’ decisi ONDply the 5% buffer. Furthermore, the recent measures
adopted by the C iF(removal of the phasing strategy and introduction of
the IPG) would ¢dinfbrce its ability to provide “...a realistic prospect of achieving

the planne ... (paragraph 47 NPPF) without increasing the buffer to
20%.

26. My colleagues in the Great Ayton and Stokesley appeals explained why the
buffer should be applied to the district’'s housing requirement once the backlog
has been added on. Their explanations provide convincing justification, based
on the evidence put to them, for adopting a position contrary to the approach
used by the Secretary of State at Gresty Lane.

27. The Council’s continuing preference for the latter approach relies on advice in
paragraph 030 of the PPG, which refers to the housing requirement figures in
the adopted Local Plan as the starting point for calculating the five-year supply.
The CS figure is out of date, but the Council claims that similar advice applies
to the OAN figure and that the buffer should be applied to that figure and not
to any backlog. I disagree. Firstly, for the reasons explained by my colleagues
and second, because the OAN is a ‘starting point’ and not the actual
requirement against which the five-year supply of land is to be judged.
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28.

29.

Market signals

Under Paragraph 17 of the NPPF (third bullet point), planning is expected to
proactively drive and support sustainable economic development planning to
deliver (amongst other forms of developments) the homes needed. It goes on
to state that “[PJlans should take account of market signals.” Within the plan-
making section of the NPPF Paragraph 158 further exhorts local planning
authorities to take full account of relevant market and economic signals when
working towards ensuring that their assessment of and strategies for housing,
employment and other uses are integrated. The PPG sheds light on “how
market signals should be taken into account” and advises (at paragraph 020)
on how plan makers should respond to market signals.

The appellant’s evidence identifies the adverse conditions in Hambleton in
relation to:

o rates of development: under-delivery has occurred consistently since
2008-2009 against the constrained CS target, apart from the present
year (2014-2015); é

o house prices: an upward trajectory has be rienced since 2009.
Between 2010 and 2013, prices have rjs 4% in Hambleton as
n

compared to 7% in England (excludin ) and 4% in North
Yorkshire; é

o rental price: growth in rental priceNp#Hambleton has outstripped the
England average for 1, 2 an%@droom properties;

o affordability ratios: in Ha n affordability has been consistently
higher than the averag th Yorkshire and England and
remained high in the@ ive years, while other areas have
improved;

olume and proportion of overcrowded households
and concea ilies have worsened between the 2001 and 2011
census; v@é % of the 20-34 age group living with parents in
Hamble@)

. Overcrowdi

30. The Counc@d to recent trends showing permissions outstripping
d

completions therefore a surfeit of permissions in the system to meet the
need for additional housing. While agreeing that affordability is an issue for
many residents, the Council also responded that it had not worsened
materially. Furthermore, it is said that a statistically robust method of
assessing hidden households or overcrowded homes does not exist. The
Council denies that a market signals uplift is an appropriate response in
Hambleton, particularly as an assessment cannot be carried out rationally in
the context of a s78 appeal and that PPG advice is directed at plan makers and
not decision takers.

31. The appellant’s data shows that, of the five indicators analysed, at least one, if

not all, points to issues of affordability and an imbalance between supply and
demand. The Stokesley Inspector similarly concluded that “...there was an
unambiguous indication of under supply relative to demand.” There is no
evidence that circumstances have altered to such an extent in a relatively short
period of time to take a different view on the matter. From the material
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

submitted, the likelihood is that the district falls into the category recognised in
the PPG as requiring an upward adjustment to planned housing numbers.

Counsel for the appellant claims that in the event of worsening trends in any of
the market signals indicators, an upward adjustment to planned housing
numbers is mandatory. The words in the PPG that “..worsening trend... will
require upward adjustment...” are said to leave no scope for discretion as to
whether such an adjustment should be made. However, that interpretation of
the guidance is far too literal, plus it elevates guidance to the force of policy.

On the other hand, and with the Hunston judgment in mind, in circumstances
of an outdated housing policy environment, a full and objectively assessed
need in a s78 appeal implies a ‘policy off’ unconstrained figure as much as it
would when establishing the OAN for plan making purposes. Broader planning
constraints come in play when deciding whether permission should be granted.
Where development plan policies are out of date, it falls to the decision-maker
to come to a judgement of housing need, based on the best evidence available
and inevitably includes a range of factors, including markgé signals. Whether
the uplift should be seen as an additional step in the H on OAN analysis
or complementary to it is immaterial to the present or reasons I explain

below
The PPG advises plan makers to increase plan ’Qpply “by an amount that,

on reasonable assumptions and conSISten inciples of sustainable
development, could be expected to /mpro rdab///ty, and monitor the
response of the market over the plan The Stokesley Inspector rejected
the concept of a market signals uplif e baS|s that " ....such an ad hoc

employment and travel in mind un the risk of undermining the
principles of securing sustain velopment for the district as a whole.” In
other words, he was concer&a at adding houses without consideration of the
wider consequences wou@ n unwarranted reflex reaction.

housing driven reaction, as opposz n overall strateg/c response with

The appellant’s thre

@rent approaches to establishing an appropriate level
of uplift results in 3Qn requirements of 504, 512 and 565 dpa (before the

buffer is added), the last being favoured by the appellant. The basis for
each appro i plained and derives from techniques used elsewhere.
However, r%e does the appellant explain the level at which the uplift
would improve affordability without adverse consequences on sustainability. In
the absence of a comparative HMA-wide consideration, there cannot be an
informed analysis of the extent to which the scale of additional homes is
deliverable within the economic, social or environmental cornerstones of
sustainability. Plainly these are key factors to which regard must be given, in

the interest of consistency with sustainable principles and to avoid the sort of
ad hoc, reflex reaction the Stokesley Inspector was seeking to guard against.

In effect, the evidence provided is not sufficiently comprehensive to come to an
informed view on the appropriate amount of increase to apply, should it be
considered necessary in the case of Hambleton. As it happens, excluding a
market signals uplift from the calculations has no bearing on the Council’s five-
year supply position or the outcome in respect of this appeal.
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Conclusion on the five year and annual housing requirement

37. Given all of the above, the actual annual housing requirement I intend using for
the purposes of this appeal is 637 dpa?, which accords with the Council’s
scenario based on the 5% buffer added after the backlog, and the appellant’s
version of the same but with no market signals uplift.

Deliverable housing land

38. Delivery of new homes is expected to come from three sources: allocated sites
without planning permission; allocated sites with planning permission and
windfall sites.

39.

Allocated site without planning permission

The Council and appellant remained in dispute over the numbers likely to be
forthcoming from eight sites from this likely source of supply. From the
evidence and discussions at the round table session, my views on each of the

disputed sites are as follows: ?
Aiskew - Sites 765 and 767: The Council pr total rate of 110

from Sites 765 and 767 at the Pig Farm a to the north east of
it. The Council informed me that Linde s are in the process of
preparing a full application for the for, e developers are active in
the area and there is every possipfli t 70 could be achieved within
the five-year timescale from Site There is no indication as yet of
an application forthcoming for Qite 767. For that reason, the Council’s
figure of 40 dwellings is ove%ﬁmistic. I have adopted what is a
more realistic figure of 2 , given the planning and development
stages still to be complé

Aiskew - Site 762: tline application for Site 762 is scheduled to

be considered b %mittee in November 2015. The project is

currently le gent and the number of steps that still need to be
%Iater lead-in time than the 2017/18 anticipated by

taken sugg

the Coun% expectation of delivery of 75 dwellings from this
source_Hefare the end of the five-year period is optimistic for that

re N, '@m more inclined to accept the appellant’s figure of 55 units
fr% source.

Snape - Site 775: This site is currently in use and occupied by stone
merchants. Despite the Council’s confidence that the owners wish to
relocate to alternative premises, the site is not available now. Given
the stages that still remain to be taken (including a buyer willing to
purchase the site at a price acceptable to the current owner as well as
relocation of the current use), delivery of new dwellings before
2019/20 is unlikely. My view is that 10 rather than 20 units would be
a more likely figure for the five-year period.

Brompton - Site 799: The Huby Inspector described the site as
challenging but recognised there was clear developer interest at the
time. He concluded that 20 dwellings within the supply period was not
an unrealistic expectation. The landowner is currently pursuing
discussion with two sets of planning agents. The access issue is likely

3 5 year requirement = 2,290 (458 x5) + 744 (backlog) + 5% = 3,186/5= 637 dpa
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to be resolved and I can see no real impediment to the delivery of the
19 (net) dwellings anticipated from this site.

Northallerton - Site 787: The Council submitted an email (dated 23
October) from planning consultants expressing the landowners’
enthusiasm for progressing an outline application, and looking to enter
into pre-application discussions. I understand that the contents of the
email are little different to the evidence provided when the site was
considered at the Stokesley appeal in June. Nothing in the evidence
submitted leads me to a different view from my colleague who claimed
that the “../lead-in time to bring the site to the market and/or deliver
new homes appears to undermine the reality of delivering any of the
72 dwellings within the period.” The 90 dwellings anticipated by the
Council should similarly be excluded from the calculations.

Stokesley - Site 803: The Council confirmed that Taylor Wimpey will
be submitting a planning application. With this information in mind, I
agree that the site could readily bring forward 1Q«dwellings in
2016/17. A build-out rate of 35 dpa in subse ears is not
unreasonable, given the reputation and ex e of the developer
involved. The Council’s estimate of 99 is r ably realistic.

Thirsk - Site 811: The Council promis e details from the agent

but none was forthcoming befor iry closed. Without evidence

of developer involvement or an apgligation forthcoming for this site, it
ve

is difficult to be optimistic of, in the order of 20 and 25 homes

from 2018/19 onwards. Th ellings predicted by the Council
have not therefore been in d in the five-year supply.
40. In the light of the above, the mber of dwellings likely from the allocated
sites without planning permj reduces the Council’s estimated figure of

1,202 by 185to 1,017.
Allocated sites with p’@ng permission

41. By the end of the, Ity there were two disputed sites, considered below:
L 2

E n - Site 800: Permission for development on this site was
g%for five years and expires in August 2016. The Council was
confilent that drainage issues that might be preventing development
from proceeding would be resolved but presented no evidence to
support that claim. I understand that for the purposes of the Stokesley
inquiry no new homes were expected from this site over the five-year
period. The material submitted does nothing to suggest that
circumstances have altered sufficiently since June of this year to alter
the prospects of delivery from the site, despite the extant permission.

South west Thirsk area - Site 808 - The difference of 52 dwellings
between the parties is down to lead-in times and build-out rates. The
land is serviced and will speed up delivery; so this final phase of
development of Site 808 is likely to yield completed homes by
2016/2017. Delivery rate of 35 dwellings per year may be the norm
for this district, but build-out rates above this number have been
achieved in recent years. Given that two national developers already
active in this area are likely to be developing the site, there is a
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42.

43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

realistic possibility of the 45 dpa build-out rate envisaged by the
Council.

The total number of homes likely to be realised from allocated sites with
planning permission is 45 less than the 1,105 dwellings envisaged by the
Council. The number to carry forward to the land supply calculations is
therefore 1,060.

Windfall sites

There is no dispute that delivery of new homes from windfalls is a feature of
the district and, in accordance with the NPPF, an allowance should be made for
this source of supply.

A figure of 384 net completions from windfall sites with planning permission
was agreed. The parties however diverged on the annual supply from
unidentified windfalls - 460 from the Council as opposed to the 193 envisaged
by the appellant. The latter is based on the Council’s historic track record over
the past three years and assumes a rate of 100 dpa in y 2016/17-2019/20.
The Council’s total from all windfalls (less 10% non—im&ntation rate)

5

amounts to 844 dwellings and the appellant’s equw 77 dwellings.
At the Stokesley appeal the Council con5|dered oprlate to apply a
The Inspector at Great Ayton also adopted’t 0 dpa figure. The 150 dpa

number of factors.

‘conservative’ windfall estimate of 100 dpa jo usmg supply calculation.
now proposed by the Council is attributed

The data submitted shows that permisSionts were granted on windfall sites at
an average rate of 258 per year i @ ast three and a half years. Some 26
units were permitted this year algn = e the adoption of the IPG in April, and

conversions under permitted pment rights are expected to add to
windfall numbers. These aralemMeburaging signs demonstrating the effectiveness
of the Council’s policy dir , as well as its continuing support for new

developments.

S ; not necessarily translate to completions. The policy

bring forward smaller sites in greater numbers, but the
recent rev NN hational policy with regard to provision of affordable
housing or@?developments could moderate the numbers forthcoming. It is
too early to rély on the effects of the IPG or the data from the first quarter of
2015/16 to justify the scale of increases from windfall contributions now
estimated by the Council. The evidence does not adequately support the
change from the approach adopted at the Stokesley inquiry. I am therefore
adopting the appellant’s more conservative estimate of 577 units as the
windfall allowance.

However, permissi
changes couldei

Conclusions on first main issue

48.

I estimate that the total supply of deliverable land over the agreed five-year
period amounts to 2,654. When measured against a requirement of 637 dpa
(or 3,185 over five years) this results in a supply position of just over four
years (or 4.17 years). The figure falls below five years by a greater margin
than estimated by my colleagues at Great Ayton and Stokesley, but my
calculations are based on the evidence put before me which differs in some
respects to those presented at previous appeals. It has to be said that the
Council’'s own assessment (based on the advised method of applying the 5%
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49,

buffer) falls marginally below five years (4.94 years), which confirms that the
challenge of significantly boosting the district’s supply of housing is not being
addressed sufficiently.

Having concluded that a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites cannot be
demonstrated, the relevant policies for the supply of housing cannot be
considered up to date. It follows that, in accordance with paragraph 14 of the
NPPF, permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed
against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole. Before undertaking this
planning balance, it is necessary for me to look at the sustainability aspects of
the proposed development.

Sustainability (second main issue)

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

The NPPF identifies the three dimensions to sustainable development:
economic, social and environmental. These are considered below separately,
but recognising that the economic, social and environmental roles should not
be undertaken in isolation, because they are mutually de%jent.

The economic role \

As acknowledged by the Council, construction j full time equivalent jobs
over the build period) and the potential for j d spending would bring
economic gains to the area. The New Ho s payment would also add to

the local economy. Mr Clarke and other thi rties argued that only limited
value to the town occurs during cons jon, as evidenced from recent
developments, and that new house o little to boost the fortunes of

traders operating in Easingwold. Tq
Easingwold, but the developmerft
area. The proposal would copib)
accorded positive weight i ep

ins might not all be captured in
bring benefits to the local and wider

The social role

The clearest social ;ItS of the proposal are the opportunities for boosting
the area’s supplWofyharket and affordable housing. At least 50% of the homes
would be a SQ , in line with CS Policy CP9 and Development Policy DP15.
This would%ent a significant gain in a district with a net requirement of
320 affordabl@ homes per annum and a shortfall year on year since 2004/05.
Adding to the district’s supply of homes in the circumstances of a deficit carries
substantial weight in the overall balance.

The provision of a mix of house sizes, types and tenure intended would accord
with CS Policy CP8 and Development Policy DP13. The layout offers the
opportunity for improved linkages with existing footpaths in compliance with CS
Policy CP2, which is a benefit to be carried forward into the balance. The areas
of open and play spaces to be provided (as indicated on the illustrative
masterplan) are necessary to meet the needs of the development and comply
with CS Policy CP19 and Development Policy DP37. However, use of the open
spaces by the wider community would bring with it a modest benefit to be
considered in the balance.

The Council and third parties refer repeatedly to the range of new housing
developments that have already taken place or are forthcoming in the
Easingwold sub-area. Pressure on local services and infrastructure is a
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55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

significant source of objection by a number of third parties, mainly Easingwold
residents and the Town Council. Recent developments are said to be eroding
the character of the town and undermining its already strained services. Local
GPs feel that the current local health service is ill-equipped to cope with the
additional demands placed on it, although Mr Wood for the Council confirmed
that the Clinical Commissioning Group had not called for additional health
services to be provided.

The Council has a CIL charging schedule in place and the proposed
development would make the necessary contribution through that levy. The
intention of CIL is to allow authorities to secure financial contributions for
community infrastructure, using a tariff based approach. The Council is
responsible for directing the levy where it is needed, including health services.
The developer is not expected to address the inadequacies in existing services,
but to pay an appropriate levy to provide infrastructure to support the
development of an area. In this case, the appellant has complied with the
Council’s CIL charges and will be contributing the appropriate amount to
mitigate its impact on infrastructure.

The environmental role @

Inevitably harm would occur from loss of an ar@untryside and of land
that, in part, comprises Grade 3a best and mo atile agricultural land. In
those respects the proposal would conflictfi Policy CP16 and
Development Policy DP30.

Having concluded that there is a nee@dentify land for additional housing in
the district, there is no suggestion could all be accommodated on
previously developed land or land er agricultural quality. There is no
evidence that development o peal site would harm the economic
prospects of an agricultural mg. Loss of this piece of agricultural land is a
negative aspect of the pr {al, but in the circumstances carries only modest
weight against the proj

The Council raise@ ections to the scheme in terms of its visual or

landscape impactgT Mae site comprises four arable field parcels abutting the
built up edg own and lying to the north of Stillington Road. Buildings to
the west o%ﬂ e are mostly residential, C20 and of little architectural merit.
The charactenof the landscape to the north and east of the site is typical of the
Landscape Character Type ‘Small Scale Remnant Field Pattern’ of flat, large,
open and exposed landscape. While the appeal site may be valued locally for its
location in the countryside, it is not designated or recognised for its landscape
or ecological qualities. Loss of this piece of greenfield land would not
undermine the essential landscape character of the area, and harm in that
respect would be limited.

The new development would be clearly visible in the approach to Easingwold
from the east. It would be seen as an extension to the town - an urban form
replacing arable fields. From the public footpath running alongside the site’s
northern boundary the change would be even more marked, albeit softened by
the landscape strategy intended. Having accepted that some loss of
countryside is inevitable in meeting the district’s need for additional homes, the
visual changes brought about by a residential development on 6 hectares of
arable land would be unavoidable. Nevertheless, loss of countryside amounts to
an environmental shortfall in policy terms, and for the visual impact that such a

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 12



Appeal Decision APP/G2713/A/14/2217056

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

loss would engender. The matter weighs against allowing the proposed
development.

Furthermore, the Design and Access Statement (DAS) does not fill me with
confidence that the scheme envisaged would deliver a high quality environment
or take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of
the area and the way it functions. Retaining existing features such as
hedgerows and trees and creating a green infrastructure fits well with the aim
of establishing a sense of place. Linking the development with the existing
footpath would give the layout a degree of permeability and connection to
existing developments. However, there is not much else in the illustrative
layout or the intended architecture that could be described as inspiring or
above the ordinary. The scheme lacks ambition and, if implemented in the way
featured in the DAS, would fail to provide this gateway site to the town the
high quality design outcome it deserves.

That said, as design, scale, layout and landscaping are reserved matters the
criticisms I have of the scheme need not weigh against t roject at this
point. The reserved matters stage provides an opportupi bring forward a
design that would truly represent a development of tanding. High design
standards are a policy requirement (CS Policy CP1 Development Policy
DP32) and not a benefit that would count in favb& he proposed

development.

Residents are concerned about the town’s%cter changing due to an influx
of housing developments in recent yeags, HoWever, the Council accepts new
homes are required to meet the dist&’eeds. As a Service Centre,

Easingwold would be expected to odate a proportion of the additional
houses required to meet those n%s.

Retention of existing trees @e landscaping enhancements envisaged would
be necessary to mitigate %pacts of the development. That no harm would
be caused to feature ric, archaeological or ecological interest is not a
benefit of the schem a requirement of policy (Development Policies DP28,
DP29 and DP31), aéarries neutral weight in the overall balance.

the Town it, however, maintain that the proposal would increase the risk
of flooding, ich already occurs due to an overloaded combined foul and
surface water drainage system. Recent flooding in residents’ homes and
gardens, evidenced by the photographs included in written representations,
raises real concerns about adding to a system that may not have the capacity
to accommodate new developments.

A g
The Council g its objections on drainage grounds. Local residents and

Yorkshire Water withdrew its initial objections to the proposed development on
the basis that recent maintenance works at its waste water treatment site has
increased capacity in the system. It confirmed that the foul water drainage
from development of the appeal site is capable of being accommodated within
the upgraded system. Furthermore, with measures in place to secure a
sustainable surface water drainage system, the appeal development would not
add to problems in the network nor increase the risk of flooding.

The new development would be within easy access of a range of day to day
essential facilities and services available in Easingwold. The employment and
shopping opportunities further afield would be no more or less accessible by
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67.

68.

different modes of transport than currently enjoyed by residents occupying
existing homes on Stillington Road, including those currently under
construction. The proposal would be consistent with the tenor of Spatial
Principle 3 and CS Policies CP4 and CP6, which are relevant insofar as they
direct developments to locations along the lines of the settlement hierarchy
strategy established in the CS. A Travel Plan (secured by condition) would
encourage a sustainable travel pattern for residents, in accordance with
Development policy DP3.

On the face of it, the development would fall foul of Spatial Principle 2 and its
application to the Easingwold area as an ‘area of restraint’. However, at the
inquiry the Council confirmed that, due to the effectiveness of its policies,
concerns about commuting patterns no longer applied, which was the purpose
of identifying Easingwold and Stokesley as ‘areas of restraint’. There is no
evidence to show that the proposal would undermine that improving position or
give rise to unsustainable commuting patterns.

capacity issues on the local network to warrant refusal development.
With an appropriately designed access point to serv evelopment and
implementation of off-site works at the Stillington York Road junction for
safety reasons, the proposal would be acceptab\ ighway grounds.

The Highways Statement of Common Ground confirms th? there are no

the planning balance (third main issue)

Conclusions on sustainability, complianc%%he development plan and

69.

70.

71.

The proposal would deliver economic
construction-based employment, N mes Bonus and increases in local
spending, although not necessaril the benefit of Easingwold. Delivery of
affordable and market homes comprise the most significant social
benefit, particularly in the c&tances of the Council’s current shortfall in
housing land to meet the ghigtgjct’'s needs. The loss of Grade 3A agricultural land
and development ex Gnto the countryside count against the proposal on

from a number of sources, including

environmental grou beit that the harm in agricultural terms would be
limited and there i ntial for the design to mitigate some of the landscape
and visual impac he development.

Planning Ia%u res applications for planning permission to be determined in
accordance Wih the development plan, unless material considerations indicate

otherwise. The NPPF is a material consideration of some substance.

The proposal would comply with the general development management policies
of the development plan should the principle of development in this location be
regarded as acceptable. It would be broadly consistent with the underlying
spatial principles of CS Policies CP1 and CP2. As CS Policy CP5 is out of date,
and in the light of my conclusions on the Council’s five-year supply position, it
follows that the restraining functions of CS Policies CP4, CP6 and Development
Policies DP8 and DP9 should also be set aside. Similarly, the relevance of Policy
CP5A is questionable, given that it flows from Policy CP5 and a superseded
housing target for the district. In the absence of the Council’s inability to meet
its present needs, a growing year on year affordable housing shortfall and
without an up to date total housing annual target in the development plan, the
claim that the proposal would lead to an oversupply of housing in Easingwold
cannot be supported.
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72.

Turning then to the overall planning balance and the requirements to
determine this appeal in accordance with the development plan. The social and
economic benefits of the scheme are considerable and sufficient to outweigh
the adverse impacts identified. The conflict with the relevant and up to date
policies of the development plan would be limited to CS Policy CP16 and
Development Policy DP30 covering loss of countryside and of best and most
versatile agricultural land. In all other respects the proposed development
would comply with the development plan, and with the policies of the NPPF
taken as a whole. In the light of all that is said above, I regard the proposal as
sustainable development.

Community Involvement

73.

74.

The Council pursued its eighth reason for refusal on the basis of the appellant’s
failure to work closely with the community and evolve the design by taking
account of the views of local people. There was no dispute that consultations
had taken place but the Council’s complaint is that there was no engagement
beforehand to agree the nature of the consultation to be ymdertaken.
Furthermore, as there was very limited public interest | exercise and the
appellant did not respond to relevant comments, th ultation Statement
should be given little weight.

The pre-application level of engagement may ’&@a the Council’s standards
but paragraph 66 of the NPPF encourages£Io orking with those directly
affected by the proposal; it is not a requir . In any event, I am satisfied
that members of the local communit ve ffad a number of opportunities to
present their views through the applicdtiom and appeal processes. Many of the
points raised in the representations been addressed in this decision. The
issue of claimed inadequacies ingh -application consultation exercise,
therefore, carries little weight considerations.

Planning Conditions

75.

76.

77.

78.

A list of suggested co ns was circulated before and during the inquiry, all
bar one of which eed between the main parties. The reasons for
imposing condl@‘g e recorded below and where necessary the wording has

been modifi rity or to accord with advice in the PPG.

As an outlin&application, a condition to secure the submission of reserved
matters is necessary. To ensure that the proposed development delivers new
homes as soon as possible, the time limits for submission of reserved matters
and implementation on site have been reduced; the timings are the same as
those accepted in the Stokesley decision.

For the avoidance of doubt and in the interest of proper planning, a condition
identifying the application plans is included. The plans listed include details of
the access and off-site highway works. In the interest of achieving a high
quality scheme, it is necessary to secure a detailed Landscape Masterplan and
Strategy to accord with the principles in the DAS. A phasing scheme is
necessary for a properly planned and co-ordinated development. To limit the
scope of the permission to that applied for, and considered in the evidence, the
number of dwellings is not to exceed 175.

The provision of 50% affordable housing is necessary to accord with CS Policy
CP9 and to contribute to the district’s needs. In the interest of providing a mix
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79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

of housing types, and as required by CS Policy CP8 and Development Policy
DP13, a condition is imposed securing a minimum of 10% two bedroom single
storey dwellings.

To achieve a high quality, secure and energy efficient environment, conditions
are necessary to address boundary treatments, Secured by Design principles,
provision of on-site amenity space (including play facilities) and to ensure that
at least 10% of the development’s energy supply would come from renewable
sources. In the interest of preserving the site’s biodiversity, a suite of
conditions are imposed to identify and protect roosting bats and habitats of
breeding birds.

There was no disagreement over the need to impose a condition covering
surface water drainage, given local ground and drainage conditions. The
Supplementary Foul Drainage Statement of September 2015 confirms
Yorkshire Water’s position that there is adequate capacity in the system. There
would be adequate time for the statutory authority to take the necessary
measures to satisfactorily accommodate the new developgaent, and a condition
along the lines suggested is not required.

A condition is necessary to establish and counter t ible presence of
contamination in the ground. The wording has dified and is similar to
the condition imposed in the Stokesley decisio her condition is imposed
to investigate and provide, if necessary, r %nme for works to be
undertaken in relation to archaeological réndai

To ensure that neighbouring properti
unduly affected by construction of
requiring the construction works t
approved Constriction Method

idents and highways users are not
velopment, a condition is included
dertaken in accordance with an

ent.

A Travel Plan was submitt e appellant. Securing the Plan with a

condition is necessary, in Interest of maximising use of sustainable
transport choices. Th ways Statement of Common Ground identifies the
details of on-site site highway works, including a programme for the

works to be appr
safety and i

before development commences. In the interest of the
ce of highway users, it is necessary to secure these details
by conditi nsure that the development is completed in accordance with
the approvediletails. The wording has been adjusted for clarity or to avoid
repetition of other conditions.

The York Road/Stillington Road priority junction is proposed to be converted to
a mini-roundabout. The works are necessary to reduce speed along York Road
and improve road safety. The wording of the suggested condition has been
modified for clarity. Furthermore, there is merit in Mr Clarke’s suggestion for
changing the wording to ensure that no dwelling is occupied before the
necessary off-site works are completed. Given the importance of the
roundabout for highway safety reasons, a separate Grampian-type condition is
imposed.

Conclusions

85.

For the reasons explained, I am allowing the appeal subject to the 26
conditions, attached at Annex B, and find that no other matters either
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individually or collectively alter the balance of my considerations or weigh
against my decision.

Ava Wood

Inspector
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Annex A

APPEARANCES

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY:

Jonathan Easton of Counsel
He called
Mark Harbottle BSc
MRTPI
Tim Wood BSc MRTPI

FOR THE APPELLANT:

Satnam Choongh of Counsel
He called
Darren Wisher BA MA
(Econ)
Mark Johnson BSc
MRTPI MRICS

INTERESTED PERSON:

Michael C Clarke CEng MICE
MIMMM

Instructed by Hambleton District Council
Head of Service for Planning and Housing,
Hambleton District Council

Development Manager (South), Hambleton
District Council

Instructed by Gladman Developments Limited

Managing Director, Regene@onsulting

Managing Director, ] K Brook, Planning and
Development Cor@k

On behalf cg{ngwold Town Council and

Easmg eighbourhood Plan Steering Group

ROUND TABLE APPEARANCES 0

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING A@RITY

Jonathan Easton
Mark Harbottle

Tim Wood \Q:
Fred Pippett . C)

H Langler %\

FOR THE APPELLANT

Satnam Choongh

Mark Johnson
Richard Mowat

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT THE INQUIRY

ID No | Date Title Submitted by
1 27/10 List of addressees consulted on the | HDC
appeal
2 27/10 Appeal Decision 2212604, Sandbach | GDL
3 27/10 Opening statement on behalf of | GDL
appellant
4 27/10 Opening statement on behalf of HDC | HDC
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5 27/10 Summary of Mr Clarke’s statement | Mr Clarke
to the inquiry

6 27/10 Letter from Easingwold Town Council | Mr Clarke
(dated 22/9/15) regarding drainage
concerns

7 27/10 Easingwold  Neighbourhood Plan, | Mr Clarke
draft consultation September 2015

8 28/10 Joint note prepared by HDC and GDL | HDC/GDL

9 28/10 Mr Harbottle’'s revised Appendix 1, | HDC
Gross new permissions

10 28/10 HDC 5 year supply position HDC

11 28/10 GDL 5 year supply position GDL

12 28/10 HDC Housing Supply Summary as at | HDC
30/9/15

13 28/10 Email from Mr Peach to Mr Peter | HDC
Jones, regarding Site BH9, Leeming
Bar, dated 19/10/15

14 28/10 Letter to HDC, dated 20/10/15, | HDC
regarding Site BM3, Statin Yard, %
West Tanfield o )

15 28/10 Email, dated 23/10/15, from Barton HW
Willmore regarding Site NMS5C,
Northallerton x%’

16 28/10 Extract from Applicant Question a%\mc
(in response to call for #siges
regarding Site SH2, nor
Sowerby Crescent o SN

17 28/10 Appeal decision, 2228762, Wickleton | HDC

18 28/10 Dwellings gained by @ ation of | HDC
phasing policy

19 28/10 Evidence before StaRasley inquiry in | HDC
relation to issions and
completions 11 - 2014/15

20 29/10 Extract M) evidence to | HDC
Stokesl%uiry

21 29/10 Respaffse, $from Mr Holliday to | GDL
Insp®clar’s questions

22 3/11 L suggested conditions agreed | HDC/GDL

een the main parties

23 3/11 ppellant’s note on why no foul | GDL
drainage condition is necessary

24 3/11 Closing submissions on behalf of | HDC
local planning authority

25 3/11 Closing submissions on behalf of the | GDL
appellant

26 3/11 Copy of judgment Solihull MBC v | GDL

Gallagher Estates Limited and
Lioncourt Homes
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Annex B

Schedule of Conditions

Approval of Details

1.

3.

Timing of Implementation
4,

Phasing
6.

a) 18 months from the

Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale, (hereinafter
called "the reserved matters") shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority before any development begins
and the development shall be carried out as approved.

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in general
accordance with the details shown on:

a) Development Framework Plan — Drg. No. 5566-L-01 Rev D.
b) Proposed Access — Drg. No. 0397.01 Rev C (Croft Transport Solutions -

Proposed Site Access Arrangement).

- proposed mini-roundabout Stillington Road/Y ad).

no more than 175

c) Proposed mini-roundabout Drg No. 0397.02 (Cro% Transport Solutions

The development hereby permitted shall coﬁ%

dwellings. ’\'@,

Application for approval of the res% matters shall be made to the
Local Planning Authority not later,thaW18 months from the date of this
permission

The development hereby @ed shall be begun either before the

expiration of:
@of this permission; or

Prior tg 5 anement of development a scheme outlining the phasing of
devel@ including a site layout plan identifying land uses such as
formal &pd informal open space, hard and soft landscaping, pedestrian
and cyclist access routes and infrastructure, shall be submitted to and

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved phasing scheme.

Landscaping

7.

The reserved matters application for landscaping shall be accompanied by
a detailed Landscape Masterplan and Strategy (Framework Plan Drg No
5566-L-01 Rev D) to demonstrate that the landscaping proposals have
taken account of and been informed by the existing landscape
characteristics of the site and by any loss of existing vegetation on the
site. The Landscape Masterplan and Strategy shall be implemented in
accordance with the phasing details approved under Condition 6 above.

Archaeology

8.

No development shall take place within the application site until a written
scheme of archaeological investigation including the methodology of
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further investigation works and a programme for the works to be
undertaken (the Archaeological Scheme) has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter the
scheme shall be implemented in accordance with Archaeological Scheme.

Affordable Housing

9.

c) the arrangements for the

The development shall not begin until a scheme for the provision of
affordable housing as part of the development, (the 'Affordable Housing
Scheme') has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority. The affordable housing shall be provided in accordance
with the Affordable Housing Scheme and shall meet the definition of
affordable housing in Annex 2 of the National Planning Policy Framework
or any future guidance that replaces it.

The Affordable Housing Scheme shall include:

a) the numbers, size, type, tenure and location on the site of the

affordable housing provision which shall consist of not less than 50% of

the overall total number of housing units on th The affordable
housing provision shall comprise either house ungalows and shall
accord with the Council’s Affordable Housin and/or any additional

or successive planning policy document by the Council
b) the timing of the construction of th ble housing and its phasing
in relation to the occupancy of t t housing which shall provide

for the final affordable unit to be available for occupation before
occupation of 75 open marke [lings on the site;

fer of the affordable housing to an

the Council’s agreed transfer price as

rdable Housing SPD and/or any additional

or successive plan licy document adopted by the Council; the

arrangements to &e that such provision is affordable for both first
iers of the affordable housing; and

affordable housing provid
defined in the Councily

and subsequm@
d) the occup% iteria to be used for determining the identity of
t

occupier e affordable housing and the means by which such
occu C‘)lteria shall be enforced.

Housing Mix

10.

A minimum of 10% of the dwellings on the site are to be two bedroom
single storey dwellings.

Construction Method Statement

11.

No development shall take place, including any works of demolition, until
a Construction Method Statement has been submitted to, and approved in
writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The approved Statement shall be
adhered to throughout the construction period. The Statement shall
provide for:

a) the hours of work

b) the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors

c¢) loading and unloading of plant and materials

d) storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development
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e) the erection and maintenance of security hoarding including decorative
displays and facilities for public viewing, where appropriate

f) wheel washing facilities
g) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction

h) a scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from demolition and
construction works

i) means of protection of trees and hedgerows during site preparation and
construction; and

j) access arrangements for emergency vehicles during the construction
phase.

Surface Water Drainage

12. No development shall take place until details of the surface water drainage
works for the development as a whole have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.,No dwelling shall be
occupied until the drainage works required for t welling have been
implemented in accordance with the approved @

13. No development shall take place until de f the implementation,
maintenance and management of the sus’% le drainage scheme have
been submitted to and approved byt cal Planning Authority. The
scheme shall be implemented and er managed and maintained in
accordance with the approved details. se details shall include:

d

b) management and mainte lan for the lifetime of the development
which shall include the ents for adoption by any public body or

statutory undertak any other arrangements to secure the
operation of the s@na le drainage scheme throughout its lifetime.

Ground Contaminatior@
14. No part of th% opment shall commence on site unless and until:

a) a si Gyestigation has been designed for the site using the
in %on obtained from the desktop investigation (Phase 1 (Desk
Stddy) Tnvestigation Report). This shall be submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local planning Authority prior to the investigation
work being carried out on site;

a) timetable for its implementati

b) the site investigation and associated risk assessment have been
undertaken in accordance with details submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority; and

c) a method statement and remediation strategy, based on the
information obtained from b) above, including a programme of works,
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local planning
Authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with
the approved remediation strategy.

Biodiversity

15. Before development commences detailed proposals for the incorporation
of features into the scheme suitable for use by breeding birds (including
swifts and house sparrows) and roosting bats, including a timetable for
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16.

17.

Boundary Treatments
18.

19.

20.

implementation, are to be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. The proposals shall be installed in accordance
with the approved details and timetable and retained thereafter.

Before any development or other operations commence, and within one
month of the planned commencement of works, an assessment of the
trees on the site for bat roosts shall be undertaken by a licensed bat
ecologist. A copy of the assessment report shall be submitted to the Local
Planning Authority and any necessary mitigation plan shall be agreed,
implemented, and if necessary maintained in consultation with Natural
England, and confirmed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

No tree/shrub clearance works shall be carried out on the site between 1st
March and 31st August inclusive, unless the site is surveyed within the
period for breeding birds and a scheme to protect breeding birds is
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the

approved scheme.

The development shall not commence until g’relating to boundary
walls, fences and other means of encl for all parts of the
development have been submitted to an ved in writing by the Local

Planning Authority.

No dwelling shall be occupied until t oundary walls, fences and other
means of enclosure have been trucCted in accordance with the details
approved in accordance with tion 18 above. All boundary walls,
fences and other means of e re shall be retained and no part thereof
shall be removed WithOL& prior consent of the Local Planning
Authority.

No part of the existj oundary hedges of the site shall be uprooted or
removed or be * below a height of 1.5 metres other than in

accordance wit fails that have been submitted to, and approved by,
the Local PlanWin®Authority

Secured by Desi

21.

The d matters submission shall include details that show how
'Secureddby Design' principles have been incorporated into the scheme.
Once approved the development shall be implemented in accordance with
the approved 'Secured by Design' details prior to occupation or use of any
part of the development hereby approved. The Secured by Design
principles shall include measures to be implemented during the
construction phase.

On-site amenity space, children’s play and young people’s facilities

22.

The development hereby permitted shall not commence until a scheme for
the provision of on-site amenity space, children’s play and young people’s
facilities, including a timetable for implementation, management plan and
arrangements for future management, has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall be
implemented and managed in perpetuity in accordance with the approved
details and thereafter retained.
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Sustainable Energy

23. At least 10% of the energy supply of the development shall be secured
from decentralised and renewable sources or otherwise through design
measures. Details of physical works on site, shall be submitted to, and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority as part of the reserved
matters submissions. The approved details shall be implemented in
accordance with the approved timetable and retained thereafter.

Travel Plan

24. No dwelling in the development hereby approved shall be occupied until a
Travel Plan based on the Framework Travel Plan has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The Travel Plan
shall include the objectives, targets, mechanisms and measures to achieve
the targets, implementation timescales, provision for monitoring, and
arrangements for a Travel Plan co-ordinator, who shall be in place until 5
years after the completion of the final phase of development. The
approved plan shall be audited and updated a submitted for the
approval of the Local Planning Authority at inte o longer than 18
months. The measures contained within th roved plan and any
approved modifications shall be carried out irrb

X\

Highways
25. No development shall take until degai %the proposed highway layout
and construction have been submitt and approved in writing by the

Local Planning Authority. The pment shall thereafter be completed
in accordance with the approv etails. The details shall include but not
be limited to:

a) Road construction; 00

b) Lighting; K

c) Independen 2 Safety Audit carried out in accordance with
HD19/03 - Safety Audit or any superseding regulations; and

d) A progr efor completion of the works.
L 2

26. No dey t shall take place until a scheme of highway improvements
comp@gm roundabout at the junction of York Road and Stillington Road
has be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The highway improvements shall be completed in accordance
with the approved scheme before the first dwelling is occupied.

End of Conditions
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