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PREFACE

Having been engaged in the planning process for 56 years, practicing either as a solicitor or
(in the last 17 years) as a Chartered Town Planner, | have extensive experience of
involvement in the Plan-making process. However, in the past | have always had that
involvement based on instructions from a client and my involvement has been to promote a
specific interest in the outcome. Whilst | do not consider | have ever presented a case which
| regard as not being based on a sound professionally foundation, free from bias or
deliberately withheld evidence, | appreciate that the involvement has been from a limited
perspective.

In preparing this submission, | have not acted for any client but am motivated to undertake
the work at my personal expense and in my personal time. | do so primarily for two reasons:

e That my past involvement led me to believe that this Local Plan is predicated on a
false premise and is fundamentally flawed, and

e In those circumstances | feel a sense of responsibility to the wider community within
which | lived and a sense of duty to place my accumulated knowledge and
experience to benefit what | consider a most important issue, the appropriate
resolution of a green belt for the historic City of York.

| made a pledge to myself at the outset of this task, that should | accept any instructions to
act for a client in this process, | would identify any additional text or removal or alteration of
any text to highlight the fact it was written following the acceptance of such instructions.

For the sake of completeness, | set out my relevant experience at Appendix 8, though the
most significant aspect of that was my involvement in the Green Belt Round Table process
related to the 1998 Local Plan and my involvement (jointly with two other senior locally-
based Chartered Town Planners), in establishing a policy to preserve the York Green Belt in
the RSS process in 2007. That intervention resulted in the current policy which establishes
the general extent of the York Green Belt through the RSS process, a policy which would not
exist had the approach of the Regional Planning Body and the City of York Council prevailed.

George E Wright MA MRTPI
April 2018
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CHAPTER 1 - THE FRAMEWORK OF THE RESPONSE

1.1.0 Overview.

111

1.1.2

1.1.3

114

1.1.5

1.1.6

This submission is in the form of an objection to the City of York Publication Draft
Local Plan (PDLP) both as a whole and also to specific policies including the policy
and designations relating to the York green Belt (YGB). This submission, which is
hereinafter referred to as the Response, is submitted in three elements, namely:

e The main objection, identified as the Response, which is set out in Chapters
preceded by a Preface.

e Appendices, numbered 1 to 8 which review and analyse background material
from which the Response then draws the conclusions which underpin the
Chapters.

e Annexes, numbered I to V (roman numerals), which contain published and
other material considered to be appropriate to the evidence base of both the
PDLP and/or also this Response.

The Response takes the form of a broad ranging objection to the Green Belt
designations and policies proposed. The overall conclusion of this Response, taken as
a whole, is that the PDLP is fundamentally unsound and unfit for purpose.

The Response then addresses the type and nature of policies which the PDLP omits
but should properly contain.

The Response relates these objections to other policies in the PDLP, particularly
those relating to development land allocations.

Finally, In Chapter 6, the Response sets out a summary of the objections, their
justification and underpinning reasons for the conclusion that the PDLP and/or
individual policies are unsound.

Within the Response, the issue of how those objections might be addressed is
considered in relation to soundness with regard to the following criteria: -

e compliance with the legal and regulatory framework for Local Plans,

e the assessment of the PDLP being positively prepared,

e the assessment of the PDLP being positively justified,

e the assessment of the PDLP being positively effective,

e the assessment of the PDLP being positively consistent with national policy.



1.2.0 Navigation of the Response.

1.2.1

1.2.2

1.2.3

124

1.2.5

The Response is indexed in the three main sections:
e the principal response containing a Preface, Index of Contents and the Response
set out in 6 Chapters,

e The Appendices review specific underlying issues or events, analyse and
appraise them leading to conclusions upon which the Response rests, and

e The Annexes contain copies of documents or extracts from documents, maps
and plans which have been previously published that constitute an evidence
base for the reviews and analysis of the Appendices. There is some original
material in Annexe V.

The Response is set out in chapters. The chapters contain sections, and the sections,
paragraphs. The pages are numbered sequentially and that page numbering
progresses through the Appendices and Annexes with the exception Annexe V which
is onlt tabbed.

In the Response, the paragraph numbers denote — firstly, the chapter, secondly, the
section of the chapter and thirdly the paragraph within the section. The overall
number is the uniqgue number of the particular paragraph. For example, 2.2.1 as a
paragraph number indicates it is in Chapter 2, Section 2 of that chapter and the
second paragraph in the section. The first paragraph number in this section would be
2.2.0. The ‘0’ paragraph number is a heading for the section. For the purpose of
cross-referencing, the reference is to the full numbered paragraph in the Response —
e.g. 2.2.1.

The Appendices are numbered in sections and paragraphs but are cross-referenced
by the prefix ‘Ap’ followed by the appendix number. Thus, a reference to the second
paragraph of section 2 of Appendix 1, is indicated as Ap1.2.1. Again, the headings of
sections are numbered as paragraph number ‘0.

The Annexes are numbered by capital Roman numerals and each Annexe is sub-
divided into sections, which bear lower case Roman numerals. In hard copy the
sections are tabbed. The pages of the Annexes are sequentially numbered following
on from the page numbers of the Response and then the Appendices. So, a cross-
reference to an Annex is prefixed with ‘Ax’ and then the Annex number followed by
the page numbers e.g. Ax1li page ## is a reference to Annexe 1, Section 1 (which is
Circular 14/84) followed by the sequential page number within the total submission.



1.3.0

1.3.1

1.3.2

1.3.3

134

1.3.5

1.3.6

1.3.7

The Appendices

The Appendices comprise in respect of those numbered 1-5 a review of a particular
issues which has relevance to understanding the policies and proposals either
actually set out in the PDLP or which it should contain.

A significant part of the background to the Response is a review of historic events.
This review then leads to an analysis and appraisal of those events. The analysis has
the purpose of identifying what in those processes is relevant to this process and
what is unsound, unreliable or irrelevant to it.

A by-product of this analysis is that the LPA’s approach appears to be formulated
under the influence of ‘confirmation bias’. That issue is addressed and explained at
Appendix 8.

A great deal of the material reviewed in the Appendices, particularly Appendices 1,
2, 3,4 & 5, is of historical events that are related to the York Green Belt (YGB) policy
process. In other circumstances, the historical record of planning policy may have
interest, but little or no relevance to current policy formulation. Because National
Green Belt policy has been relatively consistent, when compared to other public
planning policies, the historical circumstances do have a prima facie value. They also
serve to explain the baselines that have been adopted in the evolution of the process
of the PDLP and to evaluate past outcomes upon which the PDLP has sought to rely,
rebut or ignore.

It is submitted that the analysis and conclusions that arise from those reviews of the
historic development both of Green Belt policy and its application to the YGB have
important outcomes for the current planning making process.

This approach has, however, to be undertaken with a degree of caution because
there have been changes in National Green Belt policy over time that has impacts on
outcomes as they now relate to the issues for this process. There have also been
changes in the planning regulatory framework which also have impacts on those
outcomes and their current relevance.

As examples of such policy changes:

e the purposes of green belt policy have developed between 1955 and today
but until 2008 the specific purpose of the YGB was not defined in policy,



1.3.8

1.3.9

1.4.0

14.1

1.4.2

1.4.3

1.4.4

e the declared intention of green belt policy prior to 1995 did not include the
promotion of sustainable patterns of development, as is now the case.

Accordingly, the approach taken in the Appendices addressing historical events and
circumstances is, firstly, to identify the issue which may be relevant and then to
consider these in light of their circumstances and the evolution of circumstances. By
this process it is sought to identify ‘the lessons of history’ and evaluate them in
respect of context of this plan process. The bibliography at Appendix 8 demonstrates
the range of material assessed in addition to that set out in the Annexes. However,
this Response does not seek to provide a simple chronology of events but rather to
identify the events of relevance.

Within each Appendix is set out Assessments and Conclusions. These two categories
both represent conclusions drawn from the reviewed evidence but each has regard
to a recognised test of evidential value. In the case of the Assessments, the
conclusion is drawn on a balance of probabilities and in the case of the Conclusions,
the matter is considered as beyond all reasonable doubt.

Acronyms & Glossary

At Appendix 8, Section 2, is set out a list of acronyms and a glossary of terms used in
the response.

The acronyms are listed in alphabetical order.

Whilst Appendix 8 sets out a full list of anacronyms and a glossary of terms used in
this Response, the specific terms ‘Primary and Secondary Policy’ are also defined and
explained below as their use is important to the understanding of this Response.

Primary Policy is an expression intended to cover policy which has been adopted to
establish the general extent of a Green Belt. It is used to cover that which has
previously existed and that which is current according to the context. This type of
policy in respect of a Green Belt was usually established in a Structure Plan and in
respect of the YGB it was first established in the North Yorkshire County Structure
Plan adopted 1980 (NYCSP 1980). The current Primary Policy is set out in the
Statutory Instrument 2013 No. 117 Town & Country Planning England — The Regional
Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber (Partial Revocation) Order 2013. (Ax Il ix).
This document forms part of the development plan for the City of York and is
referred to as the RSS Revocation Order.



1.4.5

1.5.0

15.1

1.5.2

Secondary Policy for Green Belt is that which is set out or should be set out in the
Local Plan and its Proposal Map(s). This policy has to be in general conformity with
the Primary Policy and consistent with the National Policy of the NPPF. It would
normally address outer and inner boundaries, the status of settlements, the
boundaries of inset settlements and safeguarded land.

The Maps
The various Maps referred to in this Response are set out in Annexe 5.

By way of general explanation of the purposes of these Maps in relation to the
Response, is set out a summary below:

YGBLP Consultation Draft Proposal Plans (2 sheets) Annexe V i.

These plans were used in the consultation process after the 1991 Green Belt Local
Plan to indicate the 6-mile radius perimeter of the Primary Policy but also show
areas of sketch plan Green Belt, areas to be added or removed. It is unclear as why
the unapproved sketch plan areas had any relevance to the establishing of the
boundaries of a Green Belt under Policy E8 of the NYCSP but as is explained in the
Response, they did.

GYA Study Map. Annexe V ii.

This is undated and untitled but is believed to have been produced by NYCC for the
GYS. It refers to the ‘adopted centre’ but where or when it was ‘adopted’ and by
whom has not been traced.

The YGBLP 1991 Proposals Map (4 Sheets) Annexe V iii.

These show the 1991 proposals for the inner and outer boundaries. This Response
espouses that these boundaries are substantially the same as used for the 1998
CoYLP and the PDLP Proposals Maps. It is for this reason the history is important.

The Strays (4 A4 Sheets). Annexe V iv.
These Maps define the extent of the Strays. These are in essence limited areas
within the urban core.

NYCSP Key Diagram (A3 Sheet) Annexe V V.
This shows the general extent around the urban core but within the outer ring
road.

CoYLP Proposal Maps (2 Sheets) Annexe V Vi.



These show a similar inner boundary approach to the YGBLP proposals and similar
outer boundaries except where limited to the District geographical area.

RPG15 - Key Diagram Annexe V Viii
This shows the general extent in line with the 1991 Proposals.

Inset Settlement Maps Annexe V Viii
These are produced as examples of the level of detail that is necessary for
subsequent development control purposes. Not provided by the PDLP.

RSS Key Diagram Annexe V iX
This shows the inner boundary of the general extent beyond the urban core and
quite distinct from the approach in RPG15 2001 or the 1991 Proposals Maps.

Response Plan - Key Diagram Annexe V X
This is the PDLP Key Diagram which has a 6-mile radius and a 3.34-mile radii
superimposed.

Response Plan — York Urban Growth Pattern 1853 and also by various dates (2
sheets) Annexe V Xi

These Plans are prepared for this Response for the purpose of identifying the
historic pattern to urban growth at York. It shows how York has expanded outwards
to absorb adjacent settlements — Acomb, Dringhouses, Fulford, Heslington,
Osbaldwick, Heworth and Clifton over the past 150 years.

0S 1:20000 York area with 6 and 3.34-mile radius (Annexe V Xii)
This drawing enables potential boundary features adjacent to the radius to be
identified.

York Corine Land Cover (Annexe V xiii)

This is a Map of York which indicates the nature and form of land uses. It is
produced by Sheffield University and is part of a National Project. The Corine
Project is a land use data base launched by the EU in 1985.

PDLP Key Diagram with general locations for development marked (Annexe V iv)
The cross-hatch areas are those which in this submission are most sustainable
areas for growth i.e. on major transport routes and hatched are areas for
development or safeguarding. This is a broad brush indicative assessment only to
display that there is a reasonablu alternative approach to the distribution of growth
that would be significantly more sustainable.



1.6.0 Critical Issue of this Response.

1.6.1 The Response addresses the process by which the concept of a Green Belt around
York developed following the publication of Circular 42/55. This approach was found
to be necessary as errors and misconceptions have occurred historically that have
been carried forward in the PDLP. In some cases, the errors and misconceptions have
been compounded over this timeframe.

1.6.2 This Response is an objection to the fundamental soundness of the PDLP both in its
basis and consequential outcomes. That objection rests on the premise that the
PDLP fails to address the needs for Secondary Policy for the YGB to conform with the
Primary Policy set out in the RSS Revocation Order and to be consistent with the
National Policy set out in the NPPF. These knock-on consequences, in particular that
of the allocation of land to meet development needs, does not achieve a sustainable
pattern, as would be the case if the Green Belt designation had been addressed
properly. This also has longer term adverse implications for the permanence of the
YGB.

1.6.3 In summary the designation of the Green Belt through the resolution of the
boundaries and other Secondary Policy to be contained in the PDLP gives rise to the
following considerations:

e The formulation of the boundaries is the single most important decision to be
made through the PDLP.

e This decision will have profound implications for the City, which will
potentially impact upon its character and quality for generations to come.

e The approach of the LPA is fundamentally misconceived in that the proposals
are in essence those of the 1991 YGBLP and/or the 1998 CoYLP. Both of
these Plans are analysed in this Response and demonstrably shown to be
unsound in terms of the current policy framework.

e The PDLP when assessed against this framework is not positively prepared,
not justified, not effective and not consistent with the NPPF.

1.6.4 These shortcomings have serious implications for the whole Plan and in particular to
the allocation of land for development and the opportunity to provide safeguarded
land to ensure the permanence of the YGB.



1.6.5

1.6.6

1.6.7

1.6.8

1.6.9

1.7.0

Just as the 1998 CoYLP was unsound and could not be rectified even by a number
and significant scale of ‘in course of Inquiry changes’ made over a four-year period,
this PDLP is so fundamentally unsound that modifications will not addresses the
inadequacy of the proposals.

The requested outcome of this objection is for the Plan Inspector to take the prompt
decision to reject the Plan as unfit for purpose at the outset. However, the LPA need
to recognise the shortcomings to be able to proceed to a successful outcome in the
future.

The Response identifies long established misconceptions which on occasions have
become compounded with the passage of time. The origins of the erroneous
concepts and proposals date back over a period of 40 years. Many of the issues have
their roots in detail and so the Response has been structured with the intention that
whilst the detail is addressed carefully and supported by evidential material the
important issues are not thereby lost in the extent of that work.

The key elements arise within the process that first attempted to establish the
general extent of the YGB through the NYCSP 1980 and then the Secondary policy
through firstly the 1991 YGBLP and then the 1998 CoYLP. Final there was the near
tragedy of the RSS process where The Regional Planning Board and the CoYC failed
to promote a replacement policy to preserve the general extent and Primary Policy.
These events are reviewed an analysed in Appendices to this Response in an attempt
to separate the detail from the main principles.

Although the Response primarily addresses the issues that conclude the PDLP is
fundamentally flawed. Through a detailed analysis of historical events, the issue can
also be assessed on the face of the published material. The PDLP is not based on
proportionate evidence. The evidence is not adequate to address the designations as
concluded on the Proposals Maps. The PDLP fails to set out reasoned justification
based on evidence that lead to the conclusions which determine the location of the
boundaries and the status of settlements within the YGB. The 2003 evidence was
prepared to justify proposals for in corse of Inquiry changes when neither the
purpose as now stated in the Primary Policy existed or the framework which the RSS
Policy provides existed. At all times was the change to support sustainable patterns
of development ignored and no changes were proposed to expressly address that
requirement.

The Form & Content of this Response.



1.7.1

1.7.2

1.7.3

1.7.4

1.7.5

1.7.6

One of the material changes that occurs over the timeframe is the structure of local
government and the framework of Local Planning Authorities within that structure.
To this extent reference is made to the ‘Greater York Area’ sometimes referred to in
publications as the Greater York Study Area (GYS). The relevance of this expression is
that it relates to an area which was intended to be marginally larger than the general
extent of the YGB. Between 1955 and 1996 the perceived YGB was geographically
larger by some measure than the former County Borough of York (to 1974) or the
York City Council (to 1996). The YGB in its present status goes beyond the
geographic are of the District of the City of York Council (CoYC) and currently has
designated areas in Hambleton, Ryedale, Selby and Harrogate. This fact presents a
separate issue but one which in this submission is considered a matter to be
addressed through, if not necessarily resolved by, this Local Plan process. That issue
is considered to be a discrete one but nevertheless important.

Chapter 2 addresses the objection as it relates to the Green Belt designations policy
set out in Section 3 at Policy SS2 in the PDLP or absent from it as the case may be.
This Chapter however depends on an understanding of historic events and the
lessons they provide. This is covered by the Appendices 1 to 5 and each Appendix in
turn rests upon material set out in Annexes. Plans and Maps have been placed in a
separate Annexe as the weight of transmitting these electronically is likely to be
problematic.

Chapter 3 addresses the evidence base in respect of Green Belt policy and
designations related to Policy SS2 upon which the LPA claim the plan is based and
the evidence base which in this submission would be necessary to establish
appropriate Secondary Policy.

Chapter 4 addresses Policies set out in the PDLP at Section 10 and specific
development land allocations which are considered to be unsound in consequence of
the arguments supporting the objection to the designations of the YGB and its
boundaries under Chapter 3 above in relation to PDLP Policy SS2

Chapter 5 addresses an objection in relation to Section 8 of the PDLP.

Chapter 6 summarises the objections overall and relates them to the tests of
soundness.



2.1.0

2.11

2.1.2

213

2.14

2.1.5

2.1.6

2.1.7

2.1.8

2.1.9

CHAPTER 2 - THE GREEN BELT POLICY OF THE PDLP

Overview.

The PDLP is required to deliver Secondary Policy in respect of the YGB.

The Secondary Policy has to be in conformity with the Primary Policy.

Both the Primary Policy and the Secondary Policy have to be consistent with the
National Policy as set out in the NPPF, which includes the policy being evidenced
based.

The Primary Policy is set out in the Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber
(Partial Revocation) Order 2013 (Annexe || Xxi page 373) which has to be read in
conjunction with the Key Diagram of the RSS adopted May 2008 (Annexe V iX).

National Policy is respect of plan-making in relation to establishing Secondary Policy
is set out in paragraphs 81-86 of the NPPF.

This Chapter will consider the policy issues as they relate to the component parts of
Secondary Policy namely, the Purpose of the YGB, the resolution of the outer
boundary, the resolution of the inner boundary, the resolution of the status of
settlements within the YGB, inset settlement boundaries and safeguarded land.

Because the PDLP extends the proposals for Green Belt into the urban core a further
section headed Green Wedges is also considered in this Chapter.

The general extent of the YGB is a radius of 6-miles from the City Centre This
Response has to assume what is the central point of the City from which that radius
is identified. Neither the Primary Policy or the PDLP define that point. In relation to a
previous iteration of Secondary Policy, the centre of York was deemed to be the
central tower of York Minster, the external radius was the same. The PDLP does not
define the cetre of York either in the texto r in the evidence base. This is an essential
requirement to enable the location of the outer boundary to be properly delineated
and justified.

From the analysis at Appendices 1-5, it is concluded that the area of the general
extent can be legitimately defined as being 20,234 ha or 50,000 acres. That would
then give rise to an outcome in respect of the inner boundary that it was 3.34 miles
from the centre of York on average. Such a proposition would produce a ring around
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2.1.11

2.2.0

221

2.2.2

2.2.3

2.3.0

23.1

the City of a Green Belt 2.66 miles wide. That form of a Green Belt is consistent with
the Key Diagram of the RSS and is show non the Plan at Annexe V Xii.

Such a width (2.66 miles) for the YGB is in line with many other Green Belts and as
stated as Table 6.1 of the Report on Strategic Gaps (Annexe | vii page 287) a
minimum distance of at least 2 miles is appropriate for a Strategic Gap having the
purpose of avoidance of coalescence and preserving the setting of an urban area.

(My emphasis).

The Strategic Gaps Report also notes at Table 6.3 that Green Wedges which protect
important open land to help shape growth of towns and cities and protect good
quality environmental assets and penetrating into towns may be up-to a mile wide
(My emphasis). The Report also states Green Wedge policy is the appropriate policy
format for such areas rather than Green Belt policy. There is no indication that the

LPA have considered this alternative approach.

The baseline analysis.

The baseline evidence and analysis which underpins this Chapter is that set out at
Appendices 1 to 5.

Each Appendix addresses a specific topic, reviews relevant material, analyses it and
the draws conclusions.

The conclusions of the Appendecies are not repeated in the text of this Chapter but
the conclusions of the Chapter are based upon the conclusions drawn in the
Appendices as well as the text of the Chapter. It is therefore necessary as
apreliminary process to consider the material addressed in those relevant
Appendices.

Green Belt policy required in the PDLP

It is the submission of this Response that the establishment of Secondary Policy for
the YGB is an esssential component of the PDLP and that the resolution of the inner
boundary is the most crutial decisidon of the PDLP process. In resolving such policies
the Primary Policy has to be conformed with and that requires the PDLP to establish
certain elements of Secondary Policy such as the outer and inner boundaries.
However, circumstances also require other policies to be established. Previous
iterations of Primary Policy set out guidance on inset settlements and their
boundaries but the circumstances of the creation of the RSS policy most probably

11



explains the omission which exists in the current Primary Policy. Nevertheless policy
is required in the PDLP and that needs to eminate from an evidence base.

2.3.2 The requirements of the Secondary Policy are :

e The Outer Boundary in so far as it is within the District. Because the outer
boundary will also be within other adjacent Districts (Hambleton, Ryedale,
Selby and Harrogate), it is the submission of this Response that this policy is
strategic and should be addressed through the duty to co-operate. In light of
the historic stance of MHLG and SoS it should most preferredly be addressed
through a Statement of Common Ground as to the overall detailed proposals
for the YGB and the boudary show non the Key Diagram.

e The inner boundary. The evidence base needs to relate to the requirements
of Policy YH9 of the RSS Revocation Order, which sets out critera for
establishing the inner boundary.

e The status of settlements within the YGB as to whether they should allow no
new building (washed over), allow infill only or will accommodate limit
development or infill. This process would require a specific evidence base
and policies which flowed from that evidence to Justify the status attributed
to each settlement. Policies for controlling development within inset
settlements are not Green Belt related policy and should be addressed
elsewhere and separately in the PDLP.

e The definition of inset settlement boundaries. This procees would again be
support by some evidenced based rarionale as to how the boundaries have
been defined in the process and supported by adequate plans which will
facilitate subsequent development control decisions.

e The identification of safeguarded land. The PDLP should be supported by
some evidence to indicate how this would ensure the permanence of the YGB
and include policies to safeguard the land against development during the
Plan period.

e Policies to protect green space which penertrated into the urban core and up
to the inner boundary if necessary, as Green Belt policy has been held to be

inappropriate for these purposes.

2.4.0 Green Belt policy of the PDLP.
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2.4.2

2.4.3

244

2.5.0

251

2.5.2

253

The detailed policy provisions of the PDLP are reviewed and analysed below with
regard to the specific aspects/issues identified under the bullet points at para. 2.3.2
above but here a broaad statement of the proposed policies is considered.

It ia apparent that there are two specific sets of Green Belt policy in the PDLP, that is
Policy SS2 which is headed ‘The Role of the Green Belt’ and a Chapter which relates
to development control, comprising Policies GB1 to GB4.

Thus it apears that Policy SS2 addresses all the issuses of policy relating to Secondary
Policy as described at 2.3.2. This Policy has to be read in conjunction with the
Proposals Maps which do in that form prescribe the area within the District to be
regarded as forming a part of the YGB and the boundaries to the inset settlements.

How this is supported by evidence is considered in the next Chapter but in terms of
Policy and justification, at face value the PDLP and its evidence base appear to fall
woefully short of what is required or necessary. The specific issues arising are
condidered under the headings below.

The Purpose of the YGB

There is a single purpose attributed by the Primary Policy, which is at para. Y1 C 2 of
the Schedule to the RSS Revocation Order. This states:

[To] protect and enhance the nationally significant historical and environmental
character of York, including its historic setting, views of the Minster and important
open areas.

The purpose set out at Policy YHIC of the RSS Revocation Order is one solely related
to the definition of the inner boundary. It is not the purpose of the YGB it is guidance
for setting the inner boundary.
The purpose for the Green Belt set out in the PDLP is stated to be:
e at para 1.49 the overall purpose of York’s GB is to ‘preserve the setting
and special character of York and also helping to deliver the other

purposes.’

e At para 1.50 it refers to the policy at YHIC but attributes this to the outer
boundary as well as the inner boundary

13



e at para 2.10 ‘The Primary function of YGB, will be to preserve its setting
and special character.” That is a purpose set out at para 80 of the NPPF
not the wording used in the Revocation Order. The word ‘function’, if it is
intended to refer to the purpose of the YGB, should describe it as ‘the
function’” or ‘the sole function’. That is to say the word ‘Primary’ is
inappropriate and misleading as it sugests more than one purpose for the
YGB.

e Policy SS2: The Role of York’s Green Belt. This refers to a primary purpose
rather than a sole purpose and then refers to a purpose set out at para 80
of the NPPF not that prescribed at Y1. C.2 of the Revocation Order.

e Para. 3.13 describes the ‘prime purpose’ with reference to the drawing at
Figure 3.1. That indicates areas for retaining the rural setting and areas
preventing coalescence and village settings. Again this is not the purpose
set out in the Revocation Order and the Primary Policy only has a single
purpose.

2.5.4 ltis apparent from these references that:

e the PDLP does not set out the single purpose as contained at para. Y1. C.2
in any part of its text. That must give rise to concern.

e the use of the expression ‘primary purpose’ suggests that the Primary
Policy sets out additional purposes such as protecting the setting of the
villages and preventing coalesce with villages. Accordingly, para 1.49, 2.10
& 3.13 are incorrect and belie an approach which conflicts with the
Primary Policy. These particular concerns are addressed more fully in the
next Chapter when considering the PDLP’s evidence base.

e The relating of the policy purpose of YHIC to the outer boundary is
without foundation. Accordingly, para 1.50 of the PDLP is incorrect.

e Asto Policy SS.2 of the PDLP, the wording should be amended by deleting
‘orimary’ and inserting sole. This should be followed by the wording as set
out at Y1.C.2 of the RSS Revocation Order. The general extent of the YGB
goes beyond the District boundary and so the second paragraph is
incorrect. The Key Diagram should be amended to show the full extent of
the YGB. Realistically the duration of the Green Belt has to be indefinite
because the 3.34 mile radius represents the ultimate limit of growth
without revising not just the boundaries but the Primary Policy.

14
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2.5.6

2.6.0

2.6.1

2.6.2

Two conclusions can be drawn from this review of the PDLP’s reference to the
purpose of the YGB. No justification is given for that departure from the Primary
Policy but :

e The PDLP fails to state the sole purpose of the YGB correctly and indicates
that it has taken into account purposes not within the terms of the Primary
Policy.

e That there is inadequate information to understand how the Proposals to
define the boundaries have been arrived at or that different factors have
related to the delineation of the outer boundaries as opposed to the inner
boundaries that would have to satisfy the requirements of policy YHIC.

The reference to Figure 3.1 is to plans and an evidence base drawn up in 2003. That
is to say before National Policy was set out in its current terms and 10 years before
the Primary Policy was defined in precise detail and 5 years before the purpose of
the YGB it was defined at all. This is not a credible basis for the definition of the
historic character and setting in the terms of policy Y1. C.2. There is no attempt to
define the national significant elements. The evidence base would at minimum
require a definition of those features that constitute the nationally significant
historical and environmental character; the historic setting; the appropriate
viewpoints of views of the Minster; and a definition of the important open areas.
Such evidence would lead to a robust and credible evidence base necessary for the
PDLP to define what matters the YGB had to protect and enhance and therefore
where the boundaries needed to be.

The Outer Boundary

The starting point would be to provide a map/plan which indicated the actual outer
boundary of the whole of the YGB. This would indicate that some elements of what
the current Proposal Map shows as the outer boundary are only the District
boundary and that the YGB outer boundary goes beyond and is within neighbouring
Districts. An interpretation of the PDLP as it stands is that the YGB is limited to the
District only.

The outer boundary is a strategic matter for the cross-border cooperation. It would
need to set out how the authorities involved had resolve the outer boundary based
at a 6-mile radius. It is the position of the Response that the adjacent authorities
based this outer boundary line on the 1991 Plan not a 6-mile radius. That fact would
become apparent by the Key Diagram showing both the whole outer boundary as it
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2.7.0

2.7.1

2.7.2

2.7.3

2.7.4

is now prescribed and a 6-mile radius line. This plan process needs to be the catalyst
to address those errors and the cross-border dialogue needs to demonstrate that
fact.

The PDLP needs to deduce exceptional circumstances for extending the general
extent beyond the 6-miles in all cases where a definable boundary could be
identified at or about 6-miles. That at least would place Wheldrake, if not Escrick,
outside the YGB.

The outer boundary proposed is not based on the Primary Policy but the proposals of
the 1998 CoYLP and 1991 YGBLP both of which were unsound. For example, the
inclusion of Wheldrake as an inset settlement was promoted in the 1991 Plan for the
purpose of constraining development pressures in a rural area. The SoS had
previously stated that approach was not appropriate, when he defined in the outer
boundary at a 6-mile radius. The SoS stated that using Green Belt Policy for such a
purpose would undermine Green Belt policy nationally (My emphasis of the SoS

statement). The PDLP proposals have that effect and are not only unsound but also
positively harmful at a National level.

Inner Boundary

It is apparent the PDLP is predicated on a tightly drawn inner boundary and probably
based on the 1991 or 1998 Local Plan Proposals. However, there is no evidence base
to justify the proposals at all.

The justification for the inner boundary being tight, adopted in the approach to the
1991 and 1998 Plans, was misconceived and not evidence based. The proposals for a
new settlement beyond the YGB was a reason in 1991 but did not apply in 1998. The
change of Green Belt Policy between those dates, in the form of PPG2 1995, should
have generated a complete rethinking of the proposals, but it did not.

The Key Diagram indicates the inner boundary is not tightly drawn and the
description of the York Green Belt in the Booklet The Green Belts 1988 (Annexe | iii
page #) also indicates it does not need to be tightly drawn. The Booklet also indicates
there was no obviously identifiable limit to the expansion of the urban core. That
position was distinctly different from the positions at Oxford and Cambridge.

The NPFF sets out at para. 84 an appropriate approach. This has not been taken up
as is witnessed by the allocations ST15 and ST9.
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2.7.6

2.7.7

2.8.0

2.8.1

2.8.2

2.8.3

There is no evidence base which appropriately addresses the framework and options
available. No alternative approach appears to have been considered in the PDLP
process such as a looser inner boundary. No explanation is given for the area of
Green Belt now proposed and no consideration appears to have been given to the
area of the YGB prescribed in PPG2 1988. That area must carry significant weight
because it is the only assessment of the area of the YGB made before subsequent
statistics were solely base don the outcome of the unsound 1991 YGBLP proposals.

The approach in the Plan is unsound and without evidential justification.

It is unnecessary for the inner boundaries to encompass the Strays and any Green
Wedges leading out to or towards the inner boundaries. These matters could be
addressed by Green Wedge policy. That might in any event be more protective than
Green Belt policy. The proposals would require an appropriate evidence relating to
the need and purpose of the open land within the inner boundary to be so
protected. Whilst it seems probable that such a case could be made soundly, the
presentation of the PDLP and its evidence base fail to address these issues or even
refer to them as a reasonable alternative approach.

The Settlements

This section addresses both the status of settlements and their inset boundaries
where that is applicable. There does not appear to be any justification in the PDLP or
evidence base to address these issues. The Proposal Plans merely demonstrate
which settlements are inset but the Proposal Maps are hardly at a suitable scale for
subsequent development control purposes. In both previous processes in 1991 and
1998 a set of inset boundary maps was also provided.

There is no justification for a policy to prevent coalescence between the urban core
and the nearer outlying settlements. To do so would be contrary to policy in para 84
NPPF. It was not even appropriate policy under the former Primary Policy which
sought only to prevent coalescence between the outlying settlements themselves.
This mater has specific relevance to the proposed allocations ST9 and ST35. As is
dealt with at the next Chapter the evidence base is also entirely inadequate to
constitute a basis for this approach.

The PlanS at Annexe V X indicate the historic pattern of growth. This process has
been the progressive and historical coalescence with the closest outlying settlements
such as Heworth, Clifton and Acomb. This form of expansion is in accordance with
the historic character. The settlements which should be regarded as directions for
expansion from the urban core towards them are Haxby, Murton, Bishopthorpe,
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2.8.5

2.8.6

2.8.7

2.8.8

2.9.0

Copmanthorpe, The Poppletons and Skelton. These Plans is based on a review of
historic Ordnance Surveys. It is not complete for the outer settlements and as it
stands it is merely indicative of the historic process not a comprehensive evaluation.
However such an excercise is one which it would have been appropriate for the LPA
to have undertaken in establishing an evidence base upon which to predicate policy.

Intermediate and isolated growth areas such as at ST14 and ST 7 appears to be
entirely inappropriate, without precedent, and without justification. They are
contrary to NPPF policy. Whereas alternative patterns of growth towards the nearest
settlements from the inner core would be more in keeping with both historical
patterns and National Policy at para. 84 of the NPPF. Again there is no evidence an
alternative growth pattern has been considered by the LPA..

There is no evidence, justification or apparent reason to consider any washed over
settlements.

The outer boundaries of inset settlements should be tightly drawn and only limited
development permitted. There is unfortunately no guidance given on this issue in
the Primary Policy but previous iterations, including SoS modifications in 1980,
proposed that approach. Such an approach is not compatible with the proposed
allocation ST9 and ST36.

The most sustainable pattern of development would be to consider development
allocations in the areas cross-hatched _ on the Plan at Annexe V iv. Once these have
been allocated the secondary areas which are hatched could serve for any unmet
development needs or as safeguarded land to secure the permanence of the Green
Belt. However, that whole approach requires a comprehensive assessment of the
topography to provide an evidence base for such policies. This process needs to
resolve any areas to be kept open as Green Wedges for preserving the setting and
special caracter of the City and a sequential approach to development within the
remainder. It is submitted that the majority of the area within the 3.34mile radius
could be available over time for development, thus allowing York to revert to its
historic status as a major City in the UK.

Proposal maps should be provided for inset boundaries and inner boundaries at an
appropriate scale so that existing property boundaries can be clearly identified to

facilitate certainty in development control matters.

Safeguarded Land.
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2.10.0

2.10.1

It is reasonable to assume that a Green Belt ring of 2.66 miles wide would be a
suitable objective of the Primary Policy. This would preserve the open rural
landscape around the City, which is its historic setting, with the occasional small-
scale rural settlement inset within its general extent. Such a setting would reflect the
historic form of the City of York, though it is the open rural landscape rather tan the
inset villages that is the essence of the setting.

Bringing areas of Green Belt within the 3.34 miles inner radius will require deletions
of areas in the 2.66 miles ring to maintain the appropriate scale of the YGB at
50.000acres. That would be undesirable, so protection of open areas inside the 3.34
radius should be addressed through other forms of policy such as Green Wedge
policy. Otherwise the additional areas of Green Belt would be an expansion of the
general extent and as such would require the justification of exceptional
circumstances.

An important issues which requires to be resolved is the urban form beyond the
existing urban core. If York is to Project the caracter of a compact City then the issue
of design treatment at the ‘gateways’ Will be very important and the City needs to
present itself progressively going forward as an abrupt and significant end to the
openness of the Green Belt as it did in former times when the City was sat within the
City Walls. The damage of low density and suburban development nedds to be
redressed by sound and well thought out design policies.

Green Wedges

The LPA have long identified the Strays as areas within the urban core that they
consider appropriate to protect from built development, though that may well be
something which is already addressed through other legislation. The Strays could be
adequately protected by Green Wedge policy and that could be more protective
than Green Belt policy.

2.10.2 There are undoubtedly other areas within a 3.34 mile radius of the City Centre that

are open and that the LPA would wish to also protect for a variety of reasons some
of which are covered by evidenced based findings to justify such an approach.

2.10.3 The LPA have always considered these areas as to be incorporated into the Green

Belt but the reasons for that required protection is often for other reasons or
additional reasons to the limited purpose of the YGB. The LPA do not appear to have
considered alternative policy appraoches but clearly Green Wedge policy provides
both a suitable if not preferential alternative. It is a more suitable policy approach
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both where the land penetrates into the urban core and where other reasons, such
as nature conservation, apply.

It is submitted that this approach should be explored and until an alternative
approach is considered the PDLP is not justified.

Conclusions.

The conclusions which are set out below are drawn both from the text of this
Chapter but also from the review and analysis of the relevant Appendices
(Appendices 1 — 5), where conclusions have also been drawn, categorised and
numbered. There are 15 conclusions classified as Assesments and 18 Conclusions.
These conclusions are based on a review of the material set out in the Annexes.

A broad objection is made to the PDLP Proposals for Green Belt designation on the
basis that:

e The LPA have misconceived or incorrectly applied the purpose of the YGB to
their process and that is of fundamental relevance to the outcomes,

e That the LPA has used the 1991 and/or 1998 Proposals as a template for
establishing the boundaries and those proposals were fundementally flawed
and unsound.

An approach which recognised a correct interpretation of the Primary Policy and the
fact that it and other historical statements from Central Government do not
prescribe a tight inner boundary, would place the inner boundary away from the
urban core to a significant extent. No reason is set out in the PDLP process as to why
this obvious alternative approach has not been considered. Such an approach would
in turn lead to a sustainable pattern of develoment land allocation which could be
accommodated within an appropriate inner boundary along with a suitable levels of
safeguarded land to ensure the permanence of the YGB for generations to come.

The Proposals Map fails to distinguish between the outer boundary being proposed
for the YGB that is within the District and those lengths which are merely the District
boundary. The scale of those maps is inappropriate for susequent development
control purposes particularly as to the inset boundaries and the inner boundary.

Where the outer boundary proposals extend beyound a 6-mile radius and there is a
suitable boundary to be identified at about 6-miles, the extensions are proposals
for new Green belt (not covered by the general extent or Primary Policy) and
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require exceptional circumstances to be demonstrated in the PDLP process. Thus
for example Wheldrake should be located outside the YGB. No exceptional
circumstances have been advanced in the PDLP process.

The process should demonstate a cross-border cooperation to appropriately
resolve the outer boundary at 6-miles or thereabouts as this is a strategic issue. The
process should also correct the errors of the 1991 Proposals now reflected in
adopted Local plans of neighbouring LPAs.

It is entirely unsound to propose a new settlement within the YGB and allocation
ST15 should be declared an unsound proposal. As it varies the quantum of the YGB
it should also have been promoted on the basis of exceptional circunstances.

The concept of extending Haxby outwards rather inwards in accordance with NPPF
policy is unsound for the same reasons as set out in 2.11.6. In the case of proposed
allocations ST15 and ST9 could be avaoided by a more relaxed inner boundary and
that would be a more sustainable pattern of development.

The PDLP should define the centre of York in order to demonstrate how Policy Y1.
C.1 has been implemented.

The PDLP fails to demonstrate or be supported by an evidence base that
demonstates how the outer boundary proposals have been determined in
accordance with Policy Y1. C.1.

The PDLP fails to demonstrate or be supported by an evidence base that
demonstates how the inner boundary proposals have been determined in
accordance with Policy YH.9. C.

The PDLP fails to demonstrate or be supported by an evidence base that
demonstrates how the status of settlements within the YGB should be resolved.

The Proposals Map need associated Inset Maps for settlements to be at a different
scale so that the location of boundaries can be clearly ascertained for development
control purposes. This is in any event a legal requirement.

The PDLP should explain the reasons why departure from the Key Diagram is
necessary for resolving the inner boundary and what alternative approaches were
considered particularly having regard to the detailed assessment of the area of the
general extent in PPG2 1988 and the description of the YGB in the DoE Booklet of
1988.
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2.11.14 In so far as the Green Belt proposals rely on the 1991 and 1998 Local Plans they are
unsound and the LPA should clarify the relationship of their current proposals with
those earlier Local Plans in light of the wholesale change in both Primary and

National Policy since those dates.
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CHAPTER 3 - THE EVIDENCE BASE

Overview.

Para. 158 of the NPPF is the first para. under a sub section headed ‘using a
proportionate evidence base’.

The evidential issue in respect of the Proposals for Green Belt designation in the
PDLP are to be assessed as to whether the document is based on evidence or
supported by retrospective evidence.

It is the submission of this Response that all the evidence to support the Green Belt
designations - outer and inner boundary, inset boundaries and status of settlements
is retrospective evidence because the Proposals are essentially those of the 1991
YGBLP. Accordingly, the PDLP is not a document which is predicated on a
proportionate evidence base.

The evidence base of the LPA comprises 5 documents being:

e The approach to the Green Belt Appraisal (2003) City of York Council

e The approach to the Green Belt Appraisal North Map (2003) City of York
Council

e The approach to the Green Belt Appraisal South Map (2003) City of York
Council

e Historic Character and Setting Update (2011)

Historic Character and Setting Technical Paper Update (2013)

The first three items were prepared to support the Proposals in the 1998 CoYLP
process where the process was by way of Public Inquiry. That process required the
evidence to justify the Proposals not the proposals to be based on the evidence as is
now the case.

The Historic Character & Setting Papers of 2011 and 2013 are express to supplement
the 2003 material.

The only changes which are proposed that alter the 1998 Proposals are those which
give effect to the consequences of development land allocations. As an approach
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3.2.0

3.2.1

3.2.2

that confirms the PDLP Proposals are not new and not based on the Primary Policy of
the RSS adopted in 2008 but are in essence those of the 1998 Plan which in turn was
based on the 1991 YGBLP.

The 1991 YGBLP was not an evidence-based plan nor was the 1998 Plan.

It follows that the PDLP proposals for Green Belt designations are not evidence
based. The merits of the evidence presented by the LPA, which is retrospective
evidence, is discussed below but the outcome of that analysis is that the evidence
itself is inadequate for the purpose of resolving the necessary Secondary Policy. It is
not therefore proportionate.

Finally, it is also apparent that the LPA possesses relevant evidence that they had
decided to withhold namely the Final Report by ECUS 2000 on The Historic Character
and Setting of York (Annexe |V ii page 675) Such conduct is not fair or transparent.
Although that evidence also pre-dates the Primary Policy, the report proposes an
approach base don an evidenced based appraisal. It displays an alternative approach
and one more in keeping with the Primary Policy as it was subsequently indicated in
the RSS Key Diagram.

Relevant Considerations

The MHCLG provide guidance for the clarity in production and deliverability of Local
Plans.

Under the heading ‘what evidence is needed to support the policies in a Local Plan’
the guidance states:

1. Appropriate and proportionate evidence is essential for producing a
sound Local Plan, and paragraph 158
(https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/plan-
making#paral58) onwards of the National Planning Policy Framework
sets out the types of evidence that may be required. This is not a
prescriptive list; the evidence should be focused tightly on supporting and
justifying the particular policies in the Local Plan. Evidence of cooperation
(https://www.gov.uk/guidance/duty-to-cooperate) and  considering
different options for meeting development needs will be key for this
process.

2. The evidence needs to inform what is in the plan and shape its
development rather than being collected retrospectively. It should also be
kept up-to-date. For example, when approaching submission, if key
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studies are already reliant on data that is a few years old, they should be
updated to reflect the most recent information available (and, if
necessary, the plan adjusted in the light of this information and the
comments received at the publication stage). Local planning authorities
should publish documents that form part of the evidence base as they are
completed, rather than waiting until options are published or a Local Plan
is published for representations. This will help local communities and
other interest consider the issues and engage with the authority at an
early stage in developing the Local Plan. It will also help communities
bringing forward neighborhood plans
(https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2), who may be able

to use this evidence to inform the development of their own plans.

In so far as a plan relies upon other local other plans the guidance clearly states
these need to have been adopted since the NPPF was introduced (my emphasis).
That accordingly excludes the 1991 & 1998 Plans on both counts (para: 015
Reference ID 12-015-20140300) as they were neither adopted nor post-date the
NPPF.

The assessment of the evidence needs to resolve whether it is the basis for the
proposed policy, which include the designations on the Proposal Maps, or it is
retrospective Justification. This assessment is done under the terms of Para 158 of
the NPPF as described in the guidance.

A key issue here is that in respect of the Green Belt proposals the policy has to
conform with the Primary Policy.

The Primary Policy, which amongst other matters stated the purpose of the YGB, was
adopted in May 2008. The 2003 evidence pre-dates the Primary Policy and considers a range
of purposes, most of which are not applicable to the adopted Primary Policy.

The Primary Policy sets out the purpose of the YGB as being: -

[To] protect and enhance the nationally significant historical and environmental
character of York, including its historic setting, views of the Minster and important
open areas.

The more recent evidence base, the technical papers of 2011 and 2013, firstly relate
themselves to the 2003 work and secondly do not express the purpose as set out in
the Primary Policy but refers to a purpose set out in more general terms within the
NPPF.
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The LPA do hold some relevant experience upon which policies could be based that is
the Final Report of the ECUS in 2000 (Annexe |V ii page 675). It is not in itself
adequate, although in that it addresses historic character and setting and adopts a
clean sheet approach basis, it does not separately attempt to identify the issues
which are of national significance.

It is correct that some evidence was deduced to justify the 1991 YGBLP but that Plan
was not a plan based on evidence. One piece of evidence to which weight was
attached by the Plan Inspector was views of the Minster from the newly constructed
northern ring road. That was now 28 years ago and a great many of these views no
longer exist due to the maturing landscape planting around the inside ring road
boundary. An up-to-date assessment is required for the evidence base and to guide
policy formation.

The proposals in the PDLP in respect of Green Belt indicate two factors which affect
the general extent specifically, namely:

e there are proposed areas of Green Belt significantly beyond a 6-mile
radius where there is the potential, in accordance with the guidance at
Para 85 NPPF, to define a boundary closer to a 6-mile radius, and

e |t is proposed to exclude new areas within the general extent between
the inner and outer boundaries (however they are defined) by creating
large-scale allocations either by expanding settlments or simply inseting
new development.

Paras. 82 & 83 NPPF describe situations where proposals need to be supported by
exceptional circumstances. That process requires a specific evidence base. No such
evidence base is indicated as supporting the PDLP. However, the areas beyond the 6-
mile radius as described at the first bullet point above are proposals for ‘new green
belt’ and if exceptional are needed to revise boundaries the same rule must apply to
taking areas out of the Green. Whilst the NPPF only envisages that adjustment to the
area of a Green Belt would only arise through boundary adjustments, the concept of
a new settlement or large-scale allocations to be inset within the Green Belt must
require the same level of evidential support and justification.

Analysis of the Evidence

3.3.1 The material from 2003 is both retrospective evidence, because it seeks to support a

proposal that had already been made (in this case the 1998 Proposals), but it is made
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3.35

3.3.6

3.3.7

3.3.8

under considerations such as preventing coalescence with neighboring villages,
which are not within the terms of the Primary Policy.

That is not a purpose of the YGB, it is inconsistent with the approach to sustainable
patterns of development as described at Para 84 NPPF and it reflects a misconceived
interpretation of the purposes of Green Belt set out at bullet points two of para 80.
as evidenced by the GBWG Report of the 11.03.2002 (Annexe IV VII) where the LPA
conclude that in the case of York, the expression ‘neighboring towns’ in the NPPF (or
formerly within PPG2) means ‘neighboring villages.” A clear example of confirmation
bias.

It follows that this evidence does not justify the proposals of the PDLP.

The Technical Reports of 2011 and 2013 again are merely documents to amend or
augment the inappropriate and misdirected evidence of 2003.

Another weakness of the 2011 and 2013 Technical Reports is they are based on work
by a Parish Council and objections of local residents. As such, the issues raised are by
nature matters of local importance at best. The Primary Policy requires an evidence
base which defines the nationally significant issues and there is simply no evidence in
this respect.

The one issue upon which this Response would support the LPA’s evidential
approach is that an Environmental Capacity Study is not necessary. However, the
reason that conclusion in this Response is that a National Policy compliant
methodology for such an exercise does not exist. The LPA’s reason that it has
undertaken sufficient evidential investigation is not accepted as a justifiable basis for
this conclusion.

It is clear that the evidence base requires a well-conceived assessment of what the
appropriate setting or settings should be for the evidential analysis. There is an
extract of a Report prepared by Atkins for Saltaire which indicates that the scope and
detail that such a piece of work needs to embrace. This document is submitted as an
example not a template. (Appendix 6 section 5.0 page 102).

Appendix 8 also addresses the material on confirmation bias which is an unhelpful
psychological influence that can and does affect institutions in addressing evidence.
The Appendix also sets out examples of behaviour by the LPA in the Local Plan
process which indicates events that demonstrate this psychological condition.
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3.4.6
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Conclusions

The evidence to support the Green Belt Proposals does not represent the evidence
base for the proposals but is a retrospective evidence base to justify pre-formed
proposals that are in themselves not in conformity with the Primary Policy.

The evidence base is, in any event, inadequate as it does not fully address the
framework of the Primary Policy particularly as to the purpose of the YGB, the
relevant views of the Minster from the Green Beltor within the inner boundary and
issue of ‘the nationally significant historic and environmental character of York’.

The evidence base does not set out the exceptional circumstances required to justify
certain of the proposed designations.

The application of the evidence by the LPA suffers from the impact of institutional
confirmation bias including the withholding of relevant evidence as to the historic
character and setting of York and misconceiving the policy framework for the
process, such as in respect of the applicability of coalescence.

The consequence of these findings is that the PDLP is not justified.

The evidence does not indicate that alternative approaches to the inner boundary
siting, such as at 3.34 miles from the city centre, have been considered. This also

means the PDLP is not justified.

There is no evidence base to justify an absence of safeguarded land.
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CHAPTER 4 — GREEN BELT POLICIES AND ALLOCATIONS.

Overview.

Green Belt is an area where National Policy has been consistent over a significant
period of time. Although the National Policies have been augmented particularly
with reference to achieving sustainable patterns of development since 1995 they
have consistently addressed managing appropriate development in and constraining
inappropriate development in the Green Belt.

It is not appropriate for National Policy to be included in a Local Plan and it is to be
avoided wherever possible. Attempting to set out policy which is covered in the
NPPF by using different language is a dangerous practice as it can create ambiguity
and that in turn can undermine National Policy. This practice is expressly discouraged
by the Consultation version of the NPPF, para 16F, March 2018.

Emerging National policy making guidance makes it clear that Local Plans are to
provide policies for specific local issues. It is not the purpose of Local Plan making to
re-state or re-phrase National Policy contained in the NPPF ore legislation.

In former PPG2 issues relating to development in Green Belt these issues were
addressed under the heading ‘control over development’, in the NPPF at Para. 87 the
issue is first addressed by reference to ‘inappropriate development’, but without a
heading, and in the emerging NPPF under the heading ‘Proposals affecting the Green
Belt.” The PDLP head ‘appropriate’ development which sends out the wrong signal.

Section 10 of the PDLP raises two questions

e Why is it headed ‘managing appropriate development’, and

e Why does it set out to re-state National Policy rather than limit itself to
Local issues.

Green Belt Policies — Sectin 10 of the PDLP.

The analysis in this section relates to the PDLP policy proposals in Section 10 of the
PDLP.

Issue relating to development within Green Belt are adequately covered by the NPPF
and need not be addressed in the PDLP.
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Development control issues within Inset Settlements should be addressed by other
Local policies set out in the PDLP and not by Green Belt based policy concepts. This
distinction is not made clearly in the PDLP.

In respect of infilling it is sensible and probably necessary, for the PDLP to define the
settlements as being ‘washed over’ or inset. The approach in GB1 is to address all
settlements within the one policy but that fails to deliver policy which identifies
where development would be inappropriate as required by para 157 of the NPPF. It
does not provide a clear indication of how the decision maker should react to
development proposal as required by para 154 of the NPPF. Policy GB2 states in its
explanation infill development might in some settlements be undesirable. However,
the settlements are not identified. How is an application for development to know
how this policy is to be applied? The explanation states it is location dependent but
does not state which locations are or are not appropriate. Such a form of policy is
not appropriate for a Local Plan.

Policy GB3 is again simply a re-stating of NPPF policy and does address any issue
which is of a specific local nature. The policy is an unnecessary restatement of
National Policy. The same issues at to GB4.

Inappropriate Allocations

A major thrust of Green Belt policy is to support the contribution it makes to
sustainable development objectives. A key measure which the NPPF highlights in this
respect to set out at para.84 of the NPPF relating to the drawing of the inner
boundary of a Green Belt.

As has been set out in this Response, the LPA have failed to consider any alternative
approach to the inner boundary and the inner boundary they have proposed is
unsound. If a sound inner boundary was proposed, reflecting the Key Diagram of
RSS, it could provide suitable locations for development land allocations on the
inside of the inner boundary. The emerging NPPF also ties the issue to main
transparent routes and transport hubs.

Where land is allocated for development purposes within the inner boundary there
may also be sound reason for allocating land to remain open. Primarily this land
would be to achieve the purpose of safeguarding the special character of the City
and the setting of the urban core. There may be additional reasons for such
allocations as protecting or safeguarding ecological circumstances or for outdoor
recreation and sport. However, the concept of creating landscape buffers to remove
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or reduce objections from existing developed areas is not a sound planning reason

and is not in the wider public interest. It is an unsustainable pattern of development

and does not make the effective use of land.

Having regard to the issues highlighted above the following allocations are not

soundly based:

ST7:

ST 14:

ST 15:

ST2:

There is no argument or reason for a separation between the proposed site
and the urban core. Neither the proposed development area or the
landscape buffer area is likely to be within the Green Belt when that is
properly assessed. It would be more appropriate to develop between the
inner core and Murton. Murton should not be within the Green Belt but
within the inner boundary. This would be progressive development from the
inner core in keeping with the historic character rather than a proposal of
current fashion. The issue of ‘garden city’ style development is addressed in
chapter 5.

There is no legitimate reason for an open gap between the outer ring road
and the proposed allocation. It is not sensible to locate this area detached
from the existing urban core and main public transport routes. Garden village
concept is in conflict with the compact nature promoted by the PDLP.

Has any alternative location been considered? There is no evidence to
indicate that although a much more obvious location would be better to the
east of the A19 between the urban core and Skelton; between the urban core
and The Poppletons; south and west of Wigginton or between Haxby and the
urban core. There would be sustainable locations on transport routes.

The concept of inserting a new settlement into a Green Belt is a proposal
which is comprehensively contrary to the of Green Belt policy and has been
since the date of its inception. It is a proposal that needs to be supported by
exceptional circumstances.

This allocation needs no open or landscaping belt in relation to The
Poppletons. The intersecting land is land most suitable for a current
allocation for development which should provide as safeguarded land for
future allocation or used in substitution of other unsound proposals.

As a general approach inset boundaries should be tightly drawn and any expansion

of inset settlements constrained. Not to do so would erode the openness of the
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Green Belt which should provide essentially open rural land around York.
Accordingly:

ST9: Is an inappropriate allocation. The development requirement that this
allocation would provide should be located when the inner boundary and
adjacent to the urban core as a sequentially preferable location. It is an
erosion of the Green Belt within its outer and inner boundaries, defined or
not, and as such should be supported by exceptional circumstances.

ST35: The development proposals should be tightly constricted to reduce loss of
openness to a minimum. Again, this is a site which requires the justification of
exceptional circumstances.

Conclusions
The following conclusions relate to the proposed policies at Section 10 of the PDLP:

e The policy at GB1, GB3 & GB4 is an unnecessary repetition of NPPF policy and
should be deleted.

e The policy at GB2 is lacking in detail that would make it clear to an applicant that
development was or was not permissible. In any event this should be addressed
(for inset settlements) by specific non-Green Belt related policy. The PDLP does
not contain adequate policy, justification or relate to an evidence base which
defines settlements in the YGB as washed-over, limited in-fill or otherwise. Such
evidenced based policy is required. Accordingly, the policy at GB2 is unsound.

The conclusién as to the Allocations ST2, ST7, ST9, ST14, ST15, AND ST35 as proposed in the
PDLP are not soundly based for the reasons stated in4.3.4.and 4.3.5 above. Such allocations
should be sited within the inner boundaryand sequentially distributed in relation to major
transport routes as identified on the version of the Key Diagram at Annexe V XiVv.
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CHAPTER 5 — DESIGN & HERITAGE POLICIES.

Overview.

This section of the PDLP relates to issues around design and form on the one hand
and heritage assets on the other as set out in Section 8 of the PDLP.

The objection in connection with the design and form policies D1, D2 and D3 is that
they reflect misconceptions about these issues and fail to provide positive local
based policy that will shape the surroundings and be positively prepared in a way
that is aspirational and deliverable. The objective must be to provide a clear and
unambiguous policy in a way which makes it evident how the decision maker will
react to a proposal. This is simply not achieved.

The objection in connection with the heritage policies is that they are a repetition of
legislative provisions and NPPF Policy. As a process this is unnecessary and
inappropriate for a Local Plan. They also fail to give a clear and unambiguous steer
about how decision makers will react.

Design and Form Policies

The PDLP lists 6 key characteristics for York, one of which is ‘Compactness’. It is
believed this is not just a matter of local opinion but a professional analysis probably
deriving from the Baxter Associates study of the Historic Core.

Firstly, a reference to the Corine Map at Annexe V indicates that the ‘continuous
urban fabric’, a key element of a compact city, is not at a recordable level. The urban
core is classified as ‘discontinuous urban fabric’ which is a lesser compact form. The
continuous urban fabric at Cambridge and Oxford is much greater.

It is not clear whether local planners and politicians fully understand the phrase
‘Compact City.

‘The compact city or city of short distances is an urban planning and urban design
concept, which promotes relatively high residential density with mixed land uses. It
is based on an efficient public transport system and has an urban layout which -
according to its advocates - encourages walking and cycling, low energy
consumption and reduced pollution. A large resident population provides
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opportunities for social interaction as well as feeling of safety in numbers and
‘eyes on the street’. It is also arguably a more sustainable urban settlement type
than urban sprawl because it is less dependent on the car, requiring less (and
cheaper per capita) infrastructure provisions (Williams 2000, cited in Dempsey
2010)’

The OECD did in 2012 make a comparative assessment of Compact City Policies. The
cities compared were Melbourne, Vancouver, Paris, Toyama and Portland. That
indicates that ‘compactness’ is a description of urban form not urban scale.

Michael Newman, an associate professor of urban planning at Texas A&M University
addressed in an academic paper the issue of sustainability in respect of compact
cities by comparison to the antitheses of that urban form the garden city. It is
inexplicable why York should on the one hand claim itself to be a compact city and
on the other hand promotes a garden village-based concept for strategic housing
allocation such as ST14 or ST15. Clearly that is to promote an urban form, not only
disconnected as previously argued against, but in a style and form that contrasts
with the promoted historic character of compactness which is York.

Whilst the compact form is supported, the PDLP lacks the policies to implement that
strategic concept, for example, it would be appropriate to have specific design

policies for the ‘gateway’ points from the green belt to the urban core.

In overall terms the narrative of Policy D1 and its explanation is too generated and
lacks the specificity to direct design to achieve the objectives of a compact city.

The promotion of Green Wedge policies to cover the open areas within and
extending from the urban core would achieve a positive strategic framework in place
of the vague and imprecise approach of Policy D2.

Heritage Policies.

The policies should identify the evidence base against which development control
decisions affecting heritage assets will be made.

In so far as the major element of Policy D4, D5, D6 & D8 cover establish national
policy they should be deleted. Policies in this area need to relate to specific local

issues only not general issues of development control.

Conclusions.
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5.4.1 The following conclusions are drawn in respect of PDLP policies D1, D2 & D3:

e The design ambition of the PDLP needs to resolve the dichotomy between
the concept of York being a ‘compact city’ and having ‘garden city’
suburbs.

e The policies on design need to be more specific and give greater clarity in
order to deliver a local based place-making framework which allows
decision making to be clear, unambiguous and transparent.

5.4.2 Repetition of established national policy in respect of heritage issues does not

require to be incorporated in the PDLP where no clear cut local issues are
highlighted. Policy D5, D6, & D8 should be deleted.
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CHAPTER 6 - SUMMARY OF OBJECTIONS AND THEIR BASIS.

Overview.

This chapter draws together the objections set out in this Response and attaches to
each objection the appropriate test of soundness which is applicable.

The objections are set out under 4 headings which comprise:

e The Green Belt designations of the PDLP.

e The development land allocations of the PDLP.

e The Green Belt development control policies of Section 10 of the PDLP.

e The Placemaking, design and heritage policies of Section 8 of the PDLP.

In relation to the first two headings of objection, the objections relate both to the
nature of the policies included or omitted but also to the inadequacies of their
evidence base.

Taken as a whole, it is submitted these objections conclude the PDLP is unfit for
purpose and that these issues need notifying to the Secretary of State, who has
already recorded his concerns about the failings of the LPA in the plan making
process. That the objections are so fundamental, the Plan Inspector should indicate
that the PDLP is unsound to the extent that it cannot be remedied by modification.

It is submitted that it would be helpful, if not essential, for the Plan Inspector to
provide a detailed steer on these fundamental failings bearing in mind that the
outcome in 1998, which highlighted one fundamental flaw, did not enlighten the LPA
to the other flaws which then existed and have continued to exist over the
intervening 20 years.

6.2.0 The Green Belt Designations.

6.2.1

This objection is both to the overall approach to the designation of the YGB and also
separately to:

e The proposals for the outer boundary,

e The proposals for the inner boundary,
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e The status of the settlement within the YGB,

e The inset boundaries,

e The provision of safeguarded land, and

e The need for ‘Green Wedge Policy’ within the inner boundary.

6.2.2 A key factor to these objections is that the PDLP fails to identify the policy framework
within which the Green Belt designations have to be made, namely the designations
have to conform to the policy set out in the RSS Revocation Order and the Key
Diagram of the RSS. These documents set out specific policies and guidance in
relation to the individual aspects of the designations, such as the inner and outer
boundaries, but also set out the purpose of the YGB.

6.2.3 The purpose of the YGB is not set out in the PDLP and references to it in the text of
PDLP indicate that the LPA misconceive the purpose as set out in the RSS Revocation
Order. This issue is set out in detail at Chapter 2, section 5 above.

6.2.4 The purpose of the YGB would require an evidence base for the PDLP that identified
and assessed the nationally significant historical and environmental character of the
City. This is not provided nor is any statement that identifies the appropriate
viewpoints of views of the Minster. Whilst there is some attempt to provide
evidence of the historic setting and important open areas because this is not set
within the context of the properly defined purpose, it is inadequate.

6.2.5 From the issues identified at 6.2.4 above the PDLP fails to be based on an adequate
evidence base (contrary to para. 158 of the NPPF) and does not conform with the
RSS Policy.

6.2.6 The Key Diagram indicates that the inner boundary is not tightly drawn to the existing
urban core. The PDLP adopts a tightly drawn inner boundary without providing any
justification or consultation of reasonable alternatives. The approach of the PDLP to
the inner boundary gives rise to the following outcomes:

e The PDLP cannot deliver a sustainable pattern of development as envisaged by
para. 84 of the NPPF,

38



e |t increases the area of the YGB beyond that to be created based on an outer 6-
mile radius boundary. The increased area is not justified by an evidence base
which set out the exceptional circumstances for creating new (additional) Green
Belt.

6.2.7 Accordingly the PDLP is neither positively prepared nor justified.

The Outer Boundary.

6.2.8 The outer boundary is not defined in relation to any criteria or evidence base. It
adopts a line which was first presented in the 1991 YGBLP (a plan which was not
evidence based but predicated upon a political agreement between neighboring
authorities).

6.2.9 The outer boundary extends in places well beyond the 6-mile radius where there are
clearly identifiable boundaries that could be established closer (often much closer) to
the 6-mile radius. Any designation beyond a boundary at about a 6-mile radius is a
proposal for new Green Belt and should be supported by exceptional circumstances.
It is not.

6.2.10 The reason for the extensions of the YGB around Wheldrake (within the LPA District)
and Escrick (in Selby District) predicated in 1991 were to constrain development
pressure, perceived to arise from the creation of the YGB. That is not one or a
purpose of the YGB as defined in RSS Policy. It accordingly does not conform with the
policy. It represents a proposal that previous SoS indicated would undermine Green
Belt policy nationally.

6.2.11 The PDLP does not indicate what lengths are the actual the outer boundary of the
YGB and which are merely the District boundary. The outer boundary is a strategic
policy and there is a lack of cross boundary strategy and cooperation to achieve an
appropriate outer boundary for the YGB as a whole. Accordingly, the PDLP is not
effective.

The Inner Boundary

6.2.12 The key diagram indicates an inner boundary beyond the inner core. PPG2 of 1988
indicated an area for the YGB of 50,000 acres based on a 6-mile outer radius. There
was no change indicated in the RSS policy, which was adopted to continue that
which existed from 1980 as Primary Policy for the YGB. That area and the Key
Diagram indicate a similar location for the inner boundary.
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6.2.13 The PDLP provides no evidence or other justification for the inner boundary not
being by and large beyond the outer ring road. The PDLP approach mitigates against
sustainable development and the historic pattern of growth.

6.2.14 The inner boundary proposals of the PDLP are not consistent with the Primary Policy
or national policy to deliver sustainable development and are not justified or
positively prepared or effective.

The Status and definition of Settlements

6.2.15 The PDLP provides no criteria or evidential justification to define the status of
settlements within the YGB. The PDLP should clearly define which settlements are
washed-over and why, which are subject to limited in-fill and (if necessary) which are
to accommodate growth.

6.2.16 It is submitted a properly defined inner boundary would allow limited in-fill only for
all inset settlement. There is no apparent reason to believe any washed over
settlements could be justified.

6.2.17 The PDLP should provide Inset Boundary Plans adequate to facilitate development
control and give clarity to decision making.

Safeguarded Land

6.2.18 An appropriately defined inner boundary would effectively be a permanent limit to
the growth of York.

6.2.19 National based assessments in 1962 and 1988 indicate that, unlike Oxford and
Cambridge, York had no clearly obvious limit. This alone is good reason to ensure the
inner boundary is not tightly drawn.

6.3.20 As this submission displays there is the potential to identify significant areas of land
for potential development within a properly drawn inner boundary. The PDLP should
accordingly strive to identify safeguarded land that will provide for future
development growth for many years to come. This will not only indicate that York
has the facility to accommodate sustained growth but also removes the false
impression of the local public perception that land adjacent to the urban core is
excluded from the prospect of future development.

6.2.21 The lack of safeguarded land means that the PDLP is not positively prepared, justified
or consistent with national policy.
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Green Wedges

6.2.22 It is apparent that there are important open green areas (the Strays) and the river
corridor which penetrates into the urban core that requires safeguarding.

6.2.23 This is not the role of Green Belt policy and the PDLP should provide Green Wedge
policy to afford the appropriate protection for the existing spaces and to shape
future growth within the inner boundary. There is no evidence that the LPA
considered this reasonable alternative approach.

6.2.24 The absence of this approach indicates the PDLP is not possibly prepared, justified or
consistent with National Policy.

6.3.0 Development Land Allocation

6.3.1 It is the submission of the objection that a number of the allocations are
inappropriate in terms of soundness given that the designation of the YGB is un-
justified. However, on the basis that the objections at 6.2 above are appropriate,
these allocations are even more lacking in any justification or are consistent with
national policy.

6.3.2 The single most inappropriate allocation proposal of the PDLP is ST 15 which
proposes in effect a new settlement within the YGB. Such a proposition must require
exceptional circumstances to justify it. None are provided. However, the proposals
for ST 14 and ST 17 are similar in nature and the same objection applies.

6.3.3 These allocations (ST 14, ST 15 & ST 17) along with ST 9 and ST 19 are not consistent
with national policy, specifically para 84 of the NPPF, which indicate development
should be located within the inner boundary. Along with the proposal for ST 12 there
is no justification for creating landscape buffers and separation just to avoid or
diminish the opposition of local residents. The YGB is to protect issues of national
significance and localised nimby opposition does not outweigh that imperative.

6.3.4 The proposals for ST 35 should be constrained to limited in-filling in accordance with
the standard approach within Green Belt.

6.3.5 These allocations listed in this section are not consistent with national policy, not
positively prepared and not justified.
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Green Belt development control.

The proposals are, as described in Chapter 4, poorly constructed but to a significant
extent merely re-state existing national policy. That is not consistent with National
Policy and an issue which the current Consultation version of the NPPF emphasise is

not appropriate in a Local Plan.

Policies GB1, 3 & 4 should be deleted and GB2 requires an evidence base which
allows it to be implemented with clarity and certainty.

Design & Heritage.

The PDLP produces proposals which are juxta-opposed in the form of ‘Compact City’
and ‘Garden City’ concepts.

The PDLP needs to provide both clarity on this ambitious approach to design and
placemaking and clearer local based design policy and guidance.

On heritage issues the PDLP seeks to re-state National policy which is inappropriate
for a Local Plan.

The Objections as a whole.

It is submitted that the fundamental misconception of the Green Belt designation
goes to the root of the PDLP structure and renders it unsound.

The unnecessary repetition of national policy is inappropriate for a Local Plan.

The local policies on Place-making and design are without the necessary clarity for
decision making.

It is submitted this PDLP is fundamentally unsound and incapable of being made
acceptable by modification.
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APPENDIX 1 — LOCAL GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE.

Overview.

This Appendix reviews the structure of Local Government in the Greater York Area
(GYA) between 1955 and to date.

There are three main eras within the overall timeframe :
e 1955to0 1974,

e 1974to0 1996, and
e 1996 to date.

In reviewing the structures within each period regard is had to the prevailing
legislative and regulatory framework of Town & Country Planning which then
applied.

1955 to 1974.

The primary planning jurisdiction in the GYA during this period was divided between
four Local Planning Authorities.

At the heart of the GYA was a compact area, not much greater than the current
urban core, which was the County Borough of York. The remaining parts of the area
were divided between the three County Councils of the Ridings of Yorkshire.

Within each Riding there were second-tier authorities which all had the similar status
but some had delegated planning powers and some did not. These authorities were
variously entitled as Rural District or Urban Districts or Town Councils.

1974 to 1996.

The 1974 restructuring redefined the County areas and the new areas had new
names such as North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC) and the West Yorkshire Count
Council. The East Riding was enlarged to incorporate parts of Lincolnshire and was
named Humberside County Council. The restructuring also created larger second-tier
authorities which in the case of the GYA were Hambleton, Ryedale, Selby and
Harrogate. The County Borough area remained the same but became a second-tier
authority to NYCC and was renamed York City Council.
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The newly created NYCC encompassed much of the former North Riding and parts of
the East and West Ridings. The NYCC then encompassed the whole of the GYA and
was responsible for Structure Plan planning. Thus, the GYA and the potential YGB
were from 1974 were within the NYCC administrative area but also divided between
the second-tier areas of 5 District Councils.

The planning powers of the second-tier authorities were increased and they became
responsible for development control and Local Plan making.

The first step in the process after restructuring was for a Structure Plan to establish
the strategic framework. This would in turn enable the second-tier authorities to
establish Local Plans within the Structure Plan policy framework. By the time the
second-tier authorities formulated their Local Plans, these were required to be
District-wide.

So, it was the responsibility of the NYCC to establish the general extent of the YGB
and for the second-tier authorities to establish the boundaries, outer, inner and
around inset settlements, to resolve the status of inset settlements and the
requirement foe safeguarded land.

The Structure Plan was approved in 1980 and altered in 1987 and 1989 then
replaced with a revised Structure Plan in 1995.

It will be helpful to the Inspector to understand the Secretary of State’s (SoS)position
(and that of the previous overseeing office of State, the Minister of Housing and
Local Government (MHLG)). It had consistently been the position of Government
that to establish a Green Belt there had to be a comprehensive proposal which was
agreed by all the involved authorities. Because this could not be achieved in the
period from 1955 to 1980, the MHLG in 1957 had stated that he deemed a sketch
plan green belt to exist around York. The legality of that position was never
challenged but with hindsight it would appear to be an ultra vires act. More
importantly no geographic area was attributed to the Minister’s declaration.

From 1996.

Further restructuring arose in 1996 when the York City Council was expanded to
form a new unitary authority the City of York Council (CoYC).

Subject to the loss of some Parishes to the CoYC, the position of the second-tier
authorities of Hambleton, Ryedale, Selby and Harrogate remained the same.
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5.4

The 2004 legislation provided for Structure Plans to be replaced by Regional Spatial
Strategies.

The RSS policies for Yorkshire and the Humber were adopted in May 2008.

In the period after the 1980 Structure Plan had established the general extent of the
YGB, the Secretary of State maintained the requirement for a comprehensive and
agreed approach for the establishment of Secondary Policy as to boundaries etc. to
be achieved through Local Plans. As co-ordinating the progress of 5 Local Plans in
unison was an impossibility, the NYCC persuaded the SoS to allow a Local Plan to be
promoted to establish the YGB Secondary Policy within the GYA.

This process was conducted between 1990 and 1994 but for a range of reasons
including the 1996 pending re-structuring the proposals were never adopted.

The Greater York Area.

The GYA was promoted as a concept by the NYCC to facilitate planning in and around
York in a coordinated way between the 5 LPAs which had an interest in the area. It
was in essence an area dominated by the influence of the City of York.

The Map below indicates the area of the GYA as defined by the NYCC in 1979. There
is also a large-scale Map at AnnexeV ii. It was not recognised by the Secretary of
State until 1987.

When in 1996 the Unitary Authority of CoYC was created only the Parishes of
Overton and Shipton (within Hambleton) and Upper Helmsley, Gate Helmsley and
Warthill (within Ryedale) formerly within the GYA were excluded from the new
authority’s area.

Although it appears the issue was ever raised the GYA did not include all the
geographic are necessary to provide a Green Belt having an outer boundary about 6-
miles from the centre of York.

The GYA Study (Annexelll ii page 434) indicated that the area was between 5 and 8
miles from the centre of York but supposedly covered the whole of the general
extent of the YGB. That clearly was a misconceived analysis as a radius of 6 miles
includes parts of the following additional Parishes - Escrick, Stillingfleet, Acaster
Malbis, Appleton Roebuck, Colton and Bilborough in the Selby District; Long Marston
and Moor Moncton in the Harrogate District; Huby in the Hambleton District and
Sand Hutton in the Ryedale District.
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6.0  Analysis.

6.1 The diverse and changing framework of the administrative areas within the GYA
coupled with the periodic changes in the regulatory framework have had significant
impacts on the evolution of proposals in a way which was unhelpful to the outcomes
and did cause delays. That analysis does not however provide the entirety of the
causes for the sorry position which now prevails.
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The analysis seeks to provide a discourse on matters which arise from the Local
Government boundary and boundary changes issues but the analysis does draw on
material that is reviewed in Appendices 2, 3 and 4 as well.

The general extent.

It is considered that the question of whether the YGB needs to extend beyond the
CoYC boundary is an issue which should have been debated after 2008. In particular
whether any parts of the Parishes listed in 5.4 above made a meaningful
contribution to the fulfilment of the Primary Policy.

This Response submits that this is a strategic issue which should have been the
subject not only of cross-border cooperation and that it required a comprehensive
and agreed solution as had always been sought by successive Ministers and
Secretaries of State. It is acknowledged that the position is made more difficult by
the fact the surrounding LPAs have all adopted outer boundaries in extant Local
Plans but like the PDLP proposals these all rest upon the 1991 YGBLP proposals.

It is accepted that there is a prima facie case for including areas within the 6-mile
radius which are within the adjoining Districts but this needs to be reviewed with
fresh and objective eyes.

Impacts relating to the purpose

An issue which is evident with the benefit of hindsight is that there was a serious
disconnect between the priorities and ambitions of National Government with that
of with that of the LPAs and second-tier authorities.

Put simply, the National view has always been that the purpose of the YGB is to
safeguard the character of the historic City whilst the local ambition has been to
protect the environs of York from development pressures. Whilst locally generated
proposals have paid lip service to the safeguarding issue the review of the historic
material reveals, that for local planners and politicians, development pressures have
been the important motivation.

Whilst it is clear that the wording of the Primary Policy now extant is that the
purpose of the YGB is a single one there is not a conscious understanding and
acceptance by the LPAs involved that past ambitions for the YGB are not its purpose
and that circumstance requires a change in their approach.
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The explanation of the dichotomy most probably rests in the structure of Local
Government between 1955 and 1974. The County Borough was a small geographic
area essentially confined to the existing urban core. Around the urban core were
rural authorities which encompassed both dormitory settlements and more rural
communities. Two factors affected this relationship :

e The political control was in party political terms polarised between the City
and the rural authorities,

e The concern of the rural authorities was driven by the threat of development
pressure from the urban centre.

When the rural areas were within three different County areas, two Counties were
what is characterised as Shire Counties and one was industrially dominated. The
neighbouring rural authorities were politically compatible with the Shire County
politics. That position became comprehensive for the GYA when areas of the three
Counties were amalgamated into NYCC.

The purpose of the YGB was not set out in any Policy until 2008 and before that it
had always been promoted at local level as having as part of the purpose to
constrain development pressures arising from the City. This is seen to continue
through until the completion of the 1991 YGBLP process, which sought to expand the
Green Belt around Wheldrake and Escrick because of the perceived development
pressure arising from these settlements otherwise being just beyond the outer
boundary.

Reading the evidence base of the 1991 YGBLP and the Inspector’s Report, it appears
his attention was not drawn to the various and consistent statements of National
Government as to the single purpose that it perceived for the YGB, as stated in :

e The 1962 Booklet - The Green Belts, (Annexel ii)

e The Decision Letter to the NYCSP 1980, (Annexe I iii)
e Answer to a Parliamentary Question on the 8™ of November 1988, and

e The Booklet - The Green Belts published 1988, (Annexel iv)

Equally the local view on the purpose of the YGB to constrain development pressures
is recorded by the fact of :

e The production of sketch plan schemes for rural authorities such as the
Flaxton Town Map.
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e The NYCC Report of Surveys 1979, (Annexe Il i) which states ‘it has been a
clear-cut case that the objectives to contain urban growth and the special
character’. This statement reveals not only the perception but the priority of
the issues in the mind of the County Authority.

e The NYCC 1980 Written Statement (Annexe Il ii) which only refers to the
purpose of the YGB in restraining urban sprawl.

e The 1981 NYCC Discussion Paper (Annexe Ill i) states the YGB is not
intended to restrict development but then suggests the Green Belt should
extend to 8 miles (presumably to restrict development in rural areas and
settlements such as Wheldrake and Escrick)

e The Greater York Study, (Annexe Il ii) which espouses limited peripheral
growth and a new settlement beyond the Green Belt, states that the general
philosophy of development restraint is the baseline approach (para. 26
Annexelll ii page 431).

e The YGBLP 1991 which proposes that all the purposes of Green Belt set out in
PPG2 purposes may apply in respect of some areas within the YGB and more
than one purpose may be relevant in any given case.

Impacts on the outer boundary.

NYCC had a track record of seeking to expand the coverage of Green Belt designation
to constrain development pressures in rural areas and rural settlements. This culture
re-emerges in the 1991 YGBLP proposals where the 6-mile radius is expanded to
encompass Escrick and Wheldrake. In places this takes the Green Belt a further 1.3
miles beyond the policy limit. That has to be evaluated not in relation to a radius that
extended to 6 miles from the centre of York but against a Green Belt, which
comprising 50,000 acres (as per PPG2 1988) (Annexe | iii) would on average have a
depth of 2.67 miles. Thus, in the YGBLP the outer boundaries were in parts
significantly beyond a 6-mile radius and had the effect of making the belt 48% wider
than the perceived average based on the PPG2 acreage.

A second factor which influenced the outer boundary was the regard given to former
unapproved sketch plan proposals. This is evidenced both in respect of the
preparations for the NYCSP 1980 policy for the general extent (where the Report of
Surveys contains a Map which seeks to combined all the sketch maps at Figure 12.9)
and in the consultation for the 1991 YGBLP where the 1990 Consultation Maps
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(Annexe V i) show both the then combined sketch map green belt and areas to be
added to it). The proposals in the PDLP reflect those past considerations.

Impacts on the inner boundary.

It appears in the run up to the 1980 NYCSP that the Strays were treated as a separate
issue from the YGB — see Figure 12.9.

The Key Diagram (submission version Annexe V V) however indicates an entirely
different approach with an inner boundary up to the urban core and including land
penetrating into the City. That Key Diagram Inset plan is not subsequently
incorporated into the adopted version or subsequent altered or revised versions.

By the time of the 1991 YGBLP the Strays and the tight inner boundary are taken as a
given. The detailed arguments as to why that position was misconceived is
addressed at Appendix 4.

The CoYC in 1996 was keen to progress a Local Plan and to accelerate that process
determined to base its Green Belt proposals on the 1991 YGBLP (see Annexe ###).
Thus the errors of the past were carried forward into the plan making process of
CoYC and have never been objectively assessed by that LPA.

Conclusions

As has been said the following conclusions do in part rely on subsequent analysis in
Appendices 2,3 and 4, but to limit conclusions strictly to the analysis of the current
Appendix would produce a somewhat disjointed outcome.

The conclusions are categorised as either ‘Assessments’ or ‘Conclusions’. The
categories are explained at para. 1.3.9 of the Response at page 4. The Assessments
are referred to by a letter A and the Conclusions by a letter C and both are then

sequentially numbered throughout the Appendix section of the Response.

The Assessments are :
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A.1  The acceptance by the SoS in 1987 of the concept of the GYA was not related
to a defined geographical area but it was intended to cover the general extent of the
YGB. It did not do so but NYCC did not apply the 6-mile radius when it resolved the
geographic area of the GYA.

A.2  The requirement of the SoS for a comprehensive and agreed outer boundary
was a sound approach but after 2004 the SoS was no longer directly involved
because of the altered legislative and regulatory framework. The fragment elements
of outer boundary set out in adopted Local Plans of neighbouring LPAs are based on
the 1991 YGBLP proposals.

A.3 The PDLP and its process require the comprehensive outcome of the outer
boundary to be agreed as it is a strategic matter. However, it would be
inappropriate to base this on the YGBLP proposals as is hereinafter explained but
should be based on a 6-mile radius as a baseline. It would in that process be
appropriate to consider the extent to which areas beyond the boundary of CoYC
need to be maintained.

[Note : It is concluded elsewhere in this Response that the 1991 YGBLP was unsound
and is in any event not in conformity with the Primary Policy which now is extant.]

The Conclusions are :
C.1 There were no sketch plans relating to land within the GYA which were
approved. The MHLG’s deemed sketch plan status for the YGB but the area was not

defined geographically and the process was probably unlawful. Accordingly, sketch
plans were never an appropriate basis for establishing the YGB
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APPENDIX 2 — NATIONAL POLICY

Overview

This Appendix reviews National Policy from published material between 1955 and to
date in respect of Green Belt in the national context. The review of Primary Policy in
Appendix 3 also touches on National Policy as it has to be consistent with it but does
so in a context which is specific to York.

In the next section of this Appendix, is set out Figure GBNP, which is a chronology of
events and publications which relate to the evolution of Green Belt policy, its
application and the associated issue of ‘green wedges’.

There is then set out a review of the underlying documents relating to these policies
and the documents themselves are at Annexe |I.

The review is followed by an analysis from which conclusions are drawn.

Annexe | contains copies or extracts from the published material as the part of the
evidence base for this Response. Annexe I principally underpins this Appendix and
Chapter 3. However, the material does have relevance to both Primary and
Secondary Policy which both have to be consistent with National Policy.

Review of Material at Annexe |

At Figure 1 — Green Belt National Policy overleaf is set out a chronology, which
combines events and publications of relevance to green belt with significant
legislative and regulatory changes relating to policy application.

When in 1898 Ebenezer Howard espoused the concept of Garden Cities, those
proposals were predicated on the basis that these urban forms would be planned
and self-contained. As such, Howard proclaimed ‘(these communities) would be
surrounded by green belts, containing balanced areas of residencies, industry and
agriculture’.

The emerging use of motorised personal transport gave rise to development along
arterial roads outwards from urban centres. This triggered a campaign by the CPRE
to restrict unplanned urban sprawl. By the 1930s this campaign focussed on
establishing barriers to prevent ribbon development.
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Figure 1 — Chronology of Green Belt National Policy

Date Event or Occurrence
1898 Ebenezer Howard proposed Garden Cities surrounded by green belts.
1926 The CPRE campaign against urban sprawl.
1935 Restriction on Ribbon Development Act 1935
Greater London Regional Planning Committee proposes a green belt.
1947 Town & Country Planning Act 1947
1955 Circular 42/55 — Government recommends green belts to be established (wherever this is desirable) for one or
more of three purposes including ‘to preserve the special character of a town’.
1957 Circular 50/57 — advice of defining boundaries, inset and washed-over settlements.
1962 Town & Country Planning Act 1962
MHLG Booklet — The Green Belts
1968 Town & Country Planning Act 1968
1972 Town & Country Planning Act 1972
1984 Circular 14/84 advises on long-term boundaries, safeguarded land, derelict areas and recycling urban land.
1988 Planning Policy Guidance issued. PPG2 — Green Belts 1988
DoE Booklet — The Green Belts
1990 Town & Country Planning Act 1990.
1991 The Planning and Compensation Act 1991
1993 DoE Research Programme Booklet ‘The Effectiveness of Green Belts’
1995 Revision Planning Policy Guidance. PPG2 — Green Belts 1995
2001 Revision of Planning Policy Guidance. PPG2 — Green Belts 2001.
Regional Planning Guidance issued incorporating policies. RPG12 for Yorkshire and the Humber
Report by ODPM ‘Strategic Gap and green wedge policies in Structure Plans’.
2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
2008 Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire with Humber
2012 The National Planning Policy Framework revises Green Belt policy
2013 Revocation Order of Yorkshire and the Humber RSS sets out YGB policy
current | Planning Practice Guidance.
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The CPRE campaign in turn lead to proposals by the Greater London Regional
Planning Committee (1935) and Sheffield City Council (1938) to propose green belts.
The Green Belt (London & Home Counties) Act 1938 established a statutory green
belt for London.

The 1947 Town & Country Planning Act established a legislative framework for
planning policy initiatives on a national scale. It required LPAs to produce a local plan
and introduced the need for planning permission to authorise development.

A Government publication by the Ministry of Housing & Local Government (MHLG),
Circular 42/55, was issued in August 1955 (Annexe | i page 28) provided a
framework for establishing policy-lead green belts and development control policy
within such designations.

A subsequent Circular, 50/57, added advice on setting boundaries, inset settlements
and those to be washed-over (Annexe | i page 131).

In 1962 the MHLG issued a booklet which had the aim to explain the reasons for
green belt policy to inform public opinion (Annexe | ii page ##). Although the
Booklet is not in itself a policy statement, it usefully, set out Government thinking
behind green belt policy and the purpose of green belt. Additionally, the Booklet set
out a description of the purposes of each Provincial Green Belt and circumstances
relevant to it.

In 1968 legislation introduced the requirement for County Structure Plans, which
served as a process to deliver planning policy on a wider geographical, if not a
regional, basis. It also provides a more concise framework for producing local plans.

The 1972 Act consolidated the legislation and produced a clear imperative for
providing district-wide local plans.

Circular 14/84 (Annexe | i page 120) was issued at a time when many County
Structure Plans were in place and the Circular sought to set out the important
aspects to be addressed as the boundaries to the general extent of green belts
became defined in Local Plans.

Planning Policy Guidance, PPG2 — Green Belts 1988 was published (Annexe | page
170). This replaced the previously-issued Ministerial Circulars and redefined the
purposes of Green Belt (which from this date onwards is always addressed in
Government documents with capital letters).
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The Department of the Environment re-issued the Booklet — Green Belts in 1988 but
in a revised form. (Annexe | iv page 173) The Booklet was published after PPG2 was
issued but like PPG2 it stated that the York Green Belt, which had its general extent
established in Structure Plan policy in 1980, had an area of 50,000 acres. This is an
interesting figure because not only is endorsed by these two Government
documents, though never referred to in the plan making process of 1980, it would
mean that as the policy set the outer boundary at about a 6-mile radius, then there
would not be a tightly drawn inner boundary around the existing urban core.

In the section of the Booklet which describes the Provincial Green Belts, in respect of
York (internal page 26) it states the YGB is in good and pleasant farmland proving
links with open land running into the City. The Booklet is referred to in the
background material that was before the 1991 YGBLP.

The 1990 Town & Country Planning Act sets out a clear division between forward
planning and development control and the 1991 P&CA amends the 1990 Act and
introduces the Plan-led system approach to development control.

In 1993 the Department of Environment issued a research booklet entitled ‘The
Effectiveness of Green Belts’ which appraised policy and its impacts. (Annexe | v
page 188). The Annexe contains extracts as this Booklet which runs to 267 pages but
an effort has been made to ensure that the extracts present a balanced coverage of
the content and are not cherry picked simply to make the points set out in the
Analysis which follows.

In 1995 a revised version of PPG2 is issued (Annexe | vi page 216). This adds positive
objectives to the role and purpose of green belt, specifically in respect of sustainable
development. It was considered to be a reason by the County Council for not
adopting the 1991 YGBLP.

In January 2001 the ODPM issued a Main Report on the topic of Strategic Gaps and
Green Wedges policy in Structure Plans (Annexe | vii page 240). This report had
regard to these issues in the context of Green Belt policy. It is submitted that these
issues have relevance to the PDLP and, accordingly, the whole document is
submitted in evidence. In doing so, it is submitted because of the issues relating to
Green Wedges rather than Strategic Gaps but it was considered providing only
extracts might be seen as pejorative.

1988 saw the introduction of Regional Planning Guidance which sought to provide
overarching policy frameworks for Local Plans. The initial RPGs were issued without
public consultation by the Secretary of State, but by 2000, the process included

55



2.20

2.21

2.22

2.23

2.24

2.25

2.26

submission of the draft RPGs to Examination in Public. RPG12 — Yorkshire and the
Humber issues in 2001 underwent this process and contained defined policies
including on the issue of Green Belts within the Region. This policy is regarded as
Primary Policy rather than National Policy. It is included for completeness but has no
relevance to the content of the PDLP as its policies were never reflected in any
material produced on Green Belt by CoYC.

In 2001 a further version of PPG2 — Green Belts 2001 was issued (Annexe | viii page
293). The PPG revision was limited to Park and Ride issues only. All other wording
remained unchanged from the 1995 version and so the analysis only addresses the
1995 version.

The PCPA 2004 provides for the revocation of County Structure Plans and introduced
statutory regional planning. Local Plans are replaced with Local Development
Frameworks and these had to conform with the regional plan. The Act also requires
that development plans must positively contribute to the achievement of
sustainable development. In this respect the requirement applied at both Regional
and District level.

In 2007 the Regional Planning Board produced a draft Regional Spatial Strategy for
Yorkshire and the Humber, which went through a consultation process and
Examination in Public. The submitted draft contained no policy to replace the
Primary Policy in the NYCSP 1995.

The RSS was adopted in May 2008 and the adopted version contained policy relevant
to the designation of the general extent of the York Green Belt, replacing policies of
the former Structure Plan. This is regarded as Primary Policy rather than National
Policy. It also regarded as being of great importance to the soundness of the PDLP as
it has to be in general conformity with this policy.

The publication of the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2002) replaced
former PPGs and PPSs. The NPPF restated national green belt policy in relation to
purposes and designations at paras. 79 — 86. (Annex | x page 302).

The RSS is partially revoked and the RSS Revocation Order (Annexe |l xi pages 399)
sets out the policy saved in respect of the York Green Belt. There is an Explanatory
Memorandum at (Annexell xii page 402)

In 2014 the National Planning Practice Guidance was launched as a web-based

resource. This partly consolidated previously-cancelled advice. (Annexe | x).

56



2.27

3.0

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

It is recognised that a revision of the NPPF has been indicated and that revision will
most likely impact on the Planning Practice Guidance and those issues may require
some amendment or additions to this Response but that cannot be handled in the
timescale of the current Consultation.

Analysis.

The green belt to a Garden City as perceived by Ebenezer Howard was not a green
belt designed to fulfil the objectives of National Green Belt Policy when it came into
being. However, it probably served as a catalyst for this subsequent policy. Ribbon
Development may have been another catalyst but that issue was directly addressed
in targeted legislation which accounts for the fact that a number of Cities have no
green belt, though no doubt suffered from ribbon development in their time.

The driving force for Green Belt policy was the perceived need for containment of
larger urban areas. The largest area was Greater London, but the conurbations of the
Midlands, Lancashire and West Yorkshire provided similar scales of urban
concentration, but with the added complication of housing more than one focal
centre. That in turn indicated other areas with more than one focal centre, but a
propensity for coalescence - Bristol and Bath, Nottingham and Derby and the five
pottery towns. In a Government Paper issued in 1962 issued by the MHLG under the
heading ‘the need for green belt’, it stated - ‘The answer is that some towns are
already far too big for the comfort or the pleasure of the citizens, which others tend
to merge with one another and need to be protected from doing so’. The statement
goes on to say, ‘the secondary purpose is perhaps better understood and
appreciated. It is to provide townsman with the opportunity to escape from the noise,
congestion and strain of the city life and to seek recreation in the countryside’. In a
way similar to the American Declaration of Independence the first three purposes of
green belt are set out as self-evidence truths and entirely without evidential
justification.

The 1947 Act nationalised development rights and provided Government with a
platform to control development including targeting both the quantity and location
of new development. The Act opened the way for Green Belt to be addressed
through policy rather than legislation as had been the way until then.

Circular 42/55 was the policy instrument which facilitated the establishment of
Green Belts. The purposes of Green Belt were described as restraining growth and
preventing coalescence (as subsequently described in the 1962 booklet) together a
third purpose described as ‘to preserve the special character of a town’. The
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secondary purpose set out in the Booklet (se 3.2 above) was not a defined purpose
of Green Belt in the Circular. The Circular continued as the basis for policy until 1988.

The introduction of County Structure Plans in the 1968 legislation provided the
opportunity to establish the principle of a green belt where it had previously been
hampered by the fragmented nature of local government administration. Circular
14/84 recognises that situation and provides policy direction for establishing long
term boundaries to the general extent of green belt whether established by a sketch
plan under Circular 42/55 or policy in a County Structure Plan. The three purposes of
green belt set out in Circular 42/55 were ratified in the 1984 Circular.

It is evident from the 1962 booklet, Green Belts that there were at least three green
belts which were (or to be) predicated on the basis of preserving the special
character of the town. These were in respect of Cambridge, Oxford and York. In
respect of each of these locations that document states:

e Oxford — Oxford has become well-known as a city with a dual personality. It is
famous both as a university town and a prosperous manufacturing centre. Its
character and setting have been impaired by its phenomenal growth during
the last forty years and the green belt seeks to prevent it from growing any
bigger. The landscape is not outstandingly attractive but it is intimate in scale
and gentle in character. Most of it is average to good land used for mixed
farming.

e Cambridge — Cambridge has also suffered from being a university and a
manufacturing town, tough to a lesser extent than Oxford. There is a settled
policy to limit its size, together with that of the surrounding villages, to
125,000 population. The green belt is one of the tools used to implement
that policy and so help to preserve the city’s character. The land is used for
arable farming and is mainly flat but some higher ground to the west and the
Gog Magog Hills to the south are also included.

e York — A green belt encircling York has been approved in principle. The
purpose is to safeguard the special character of the city, which might be
endangered by unrestricted expansion. The bulk of the land in the green belt
is good and pleasant farmland. (my emphasis)

The same purpose is related to Bath in respect of Bristol and Bath green belts which
states :
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‘All 3 reasons for the establishment of a green belt apply in this case. The purposes
are to restrict the outward expansion of Bristol, to separate Bristol from Bath and to
protect the special character of (Bath).’

That purpose was not attached to the green belt separating Cheltenham and
Gloucester. The prevention of coalescence is stated as the purpose. Also, reference is
often made to Chester when considering York. However Chester is within North
Cheshire Green Belt which is in turn combined with the Merseyside and Greater
Manchester Green Belts which address the issue of the concentrations.

It is interesting to note that of the three cities proposed for a green belt to ‘preserve
the special character’, Oxford is declared to have reached its expansion limit,
Cambridge is prescribed a future limit (the population then being around 95,000),
but York is not so limited, but instead a query is raised as to whether it does have a
finite capacity at all.

Most green belts became rationalised following the 1968 Act and the establishment
of Structure Plans. In general terms, the process of establishing general extents is
resolved by the end of the 1980s and many have their boundaries, etc. defined. The
last specific advice on boundaries in a Circular was in Circular 14/84.

By the time of the issue of PPG2 1988, most issues around green belt policy have
matured. This PPG2 set out that the Government attached great importance to
Green Belt policy and that position has been maintained ever since. By 1991 the
policies are applied through the plan-led system.

PPG2 1988 indicates that some 4,500,000 acres of Green Belt had been approved. A
list of areas is set out which included York at 50,000 acres. Paragraphs 4 to 6 are
concerned with the purposes of Green Belt and Paras. 7 to 11 relate to their
designation, which covers a range of topics — permanence and defining boundaries —
but the policy guidance is in general terms. It did, however, very clearly state that
once the general extent had been established it should only be altered in exceptional
circumstances.

The DoE revised and re-published the Booklet — The Green Belts - in 1988 following
the publication of PPG2. The format of the Booklet is similar to the 1962 Booklet but
the text is revised to reflect historic changes in circumstances and the new statement
of National policy. It highlights the introduction of express policy that once the
general extent has been established it should be only altered in exceptional
circumstances.
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The revised text addressing the circumstances of the three Cities with the ‘special
character’ protection purpose, remain similar to the 1962 statements, in that for
Oxford there is a clear statement that it has reached its ultimate size and for
Cambridge that there is a settled policy to limit the size and that of its adjacent
settlements. Though the specific reference to the cap on population of Cambridge is
no longer stated. It is worth setting out the reference to York, which states :

e York A Green Belt has been approved in principle for many years and a belt
whose outer edge is about 6 miles from the York City centre was formally
approved in 1980 as part of the NYCSP. Its main purpose is to safequard the
special character of the historic city, which might be endangered by
unrestricted expansion. (my emphasis) The bulk of the land in the Green Belt
is good and pleasant farmland, proving links with open land running into the
built-up are of the city.

The York Green Belt had not progressed in line with the rest of the Country and,
although the YGBLP 1991 sought to resolve that position, the plan was not adopted
due to issues around the location of a new settlement, the publication of PPG2 1995
and the heralded re-structuring of local government for York delayed adoption.
Subsequently when the Structure Plan policy for a new settlement was deleted the
1991 YGBLP process was abandoned.

After the YGBLP Inquiry closed, but before the Inspector reported, the DoE issued a
report in 1993 on ‘The Effectiveness of Green Belts’. The main purpose of the
research was to review the then current effectiveness of green belt policy in England
and Scotland and to assess how it might be improved. The report raised a number of
useful comments with regard to Green Belts that were preserving the special
character of historic towns and related these to the cases of York, Chester, Oxford
and Cambridge, but also noted Harrogate and Lancaster. The referenced to
Harrogate is interesting because it has Strays and the strays do not form part of the
Harrogate Green Belt and are not all connected to it. However, the research pre-
dates the significant policy evolution of PPG2 1995.

The analysis of policies relating to historic towns in the research findings suggests
that the Green Belt had various rationales, such as keeping open extensive belts of
land which form important parts of the setting of the town, protecting gateways and
providing a clear definition between town and country, protecting a wider setting of
the City (which in the case of Oxford meant keeping open higher ground) and
seeking to control the size of a city.

The question of how far policy should be used to limit the size of the Cities,
according to notion of environmental capacity, was noted to have gained importance
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more recently (from 1991). It is suggested that Oxford may have reached its limit and
Chester may be approaching its limit. The text refers specifically to Chester. At this
time the Cheshire Structure Plan was under consideration and the County Council,
City Council, DoE and English Heritage instructed ARUP and BDP to produce a
Methodology for resolving Environmental Capacity in Historic Towns. A Final Report
was published in February 1995 but it did not have regard to PPG2 1995 which was
published in the January. The terms of PPG2 1995 rendered the Report outdated
from the outset. So far as the author of this Response can ascertain no revised
methodology has subsequently been produced.

The requirement for an Environmental Capacity Assessment has been promoted by
Historic England in the process since 1998 and supported by the author. However,
CoYC have never recognised the need to undertake this work and it would need the
resolution of a methodology as a first step. This Response submits that the issues
arising can be addressed by a proper approach to the analysis of setting and
sustainable patterns of development. As is set out subsequently it is submitted that
the PDLP and its evidence base fail to provide either of these requirements.

The role of the Green Belt Policy in protecting the character and identifying of
historic towns by maintaining important green wedges and open land providing a
clear definition between town and country, has a well-established pedigree the
research Booklet asserts. Green Belt boundaries around historic towns are
particularly tight and the future development requirements have been assessed
conservatively. It is less clear how far peripheral restraint is necessarily linked to the
more effective conservation of their historic core areas. In the case of Oxford, it
noted that vehicle penetration to the historic core had however remained similar for
20-years despite more than a 30% increase in car ownership nationally. This has
been achieved by a traffic restraint policy and the introduction of park and ride
systems. Peripheral restraint has acted as a backcloth to these more interventionist
transport measures.

A recommendation from the Booklet was that Green Belt should be seen as a policy
instrument for shaping patterns of urban development at sub-regional and regional
scale. Green Belt policy should also by creating contained forms of new
development, assist in moving towards more sustainable patterns of urban growth.
In respect of preserving the special character of the historic cities, there was a need
to consider the relationship between green belt restraint and increasing levels of
economic activity, and noting that further research was needed by a comparison of
land use, traffic and other policies within a number of historic cities and their
surrounding daily journeys to work areas. No further research appears to have been
commissioned by the Government.
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The Report also considered issues relating to inset villages and safeguarded land
which are addressed later in this submission.

During the hiatus following the issue of the Inspector’s Report in January 1994 and
reorganisation in April 1996, a revised version of PPG2 (1995) was issued. In respect
of decisions about setting inner green belt boundaries, the revision of policy was
significant. The revised version stated in its preface that the general intention of
green belt policy includes its contribution to sustainable development objectives.
Paragraph 2.10 sets out specific policy about the location of development within a
green belt framework — ‘towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary,
towards towns and villages inset within the green belt or towards locations beyond
the outer boundary’. (my emphasis). This was a significant re-adjustment of green
belt policy and remains in place today — see paragraph 84 NPPF, 2012.

In January 2001 the Department of the Environment published a Research Paper by
Consultants relating to the issue of Strategic Gaps, Green Wedges and Green Belt
policies in Structure Plans. The aim of the research included assessing the
justification for including land in such designations and establishing the objectives of
land use within such areas and to what extent these fulfil current green belt
purposes as were then set out in PPG2. The research stated that a clear impression
from the Study was how far local planners operating strategic gap, rural buffer and
green wedge policies consider them an improvement on green belt, they were
capable of delivering wider objectives, while giving more flexibility to respond to
newly-emphasised priorities of sustainable development. Other matters raised in the
research are set out in the following 3 paragraphs.

In the 1996 Lincolnshire Structure Plan Review it had been proposed for a green belt
at Lincoln where there existed green wedges. The EiP Panel did not recommend
approval of a green belt because the existing policies were regarded as adequate to
control development and no examples of a failure of the existing framework were
cited by interests favouring green belt designation. The research considered the
purposes of green wedge policies. The research found that green wedges helped
shape urban growth and that the approach was argued as more sustainable in that it
retained the peripheral development option for future housing. It has been the case
that green wedges have been used to prevent coalescence between large built-up
areas and nearby villages and it has been previously resolved that that was not a
purpose of Green Belt policy.

Strategic distinction between Green Belt, being a nationally accepted policy
designation, with the same criteria being applied to its definition use, and
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readjustment across the country is distinguished from that of green wedges which
are seen as local designations and, therefore, not to be dealt with the same
approach to application, though the research revealed that that clear-cut distinction
was not always applied. Research also noted some essential features of green
wedges in that their purpose was to protect important open land to help shape
growth of a town/city, protect good quality environmental assets and avoid
coalescence. The wedges would penetrate into the town/city and the green wedges
within urban areas, might be up to one mile wide with peripheral restraint wedges
generally up to 4 miles wide. They had a degree of permanence but were subject to
review within each Plan period.

The research also noted that Green Belt status should not be awarded to green
wedges because at present Green Belts are largely restraint to policies which
operate around the periphery of urban areas, and a change would involve them also
penetrating urban areas into separate neighbourhoods.

The replacement of PPGs and PPSs in 2012 by the NPPF in 2012 introduced some
amendments to Green Belt policy. In relation to the designation of land for Green

Belt there are three points that arise in this respect :
e Retaining land for agriculture or forestry is no longer a land use objective,

e The future land use objectives proposed by National Policy are no longer
immaterial considerations, and

e New Green Belts should only be established in exceptional circumstances.
[material on the current Planning Practice Guidance]
An Analysis of Policy at Key Dates.
The Key Dates which are addressed in this section are those which arise when
previous policy has a relevance to the proposals of the PDLP. It is evaluated at that
time in the then current framework so that the relevance can be objectively assessed
in relation to the PDLP.
It is considered that this exercise is necessary for two reasons :

e Significant elements of the designation of land in the Green Belt proposed in

the PDLP is based on previously produced material such as the 1991 YGBLP
and/or the 1998 CoYC Local Plan.
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e Secondly justifications for approaches in the PDLP are on occasions both in
Proposals and Objections/Representations based on previous plan material
or decisions.

The Key Dates assessed in this Response are at the adoption of the 1980 NYCSP, the
date of the Inspector’s Report on the YGBLP in January 1994 and the submission in
1998 CoYC Local plan.

However each of these events is reviewed in subsequent Appendices to identify the
‘lessons of history’ and it makes more sense in include this analysis within those
exercises. The 1980 NYSCP is reviewed an analysed under Primary Policy at Appendix
3. The outcomes of the YGBLP 1991 process and the CoYC Local Plan 1998 are
reviewed and analysed under Secondary Policy at Appendix 4

Conclusions.

The conclusions are categorised as either ‘Assessments’ or ‘Conclusions’. The
categories are explained at para. 1.3.9 of the Response at page 4. The Assessments
are referred to by a letter A and the Conclusions by a letter C and both are then
sequentially numbered throughout the Appendix section of the Response.

The Assessments drawn from this Appendix are as follows:

A.4  Both PPG2 1988 and the Booklet — the Green Belts 1988 state that the
general extent of the YGB is 50,000 acres. The Booklet states that this figure derives
from the approved Structure Plan Key Diagram. It follows that if the outer boundary
is at 6 miles as established in the 1980 NYCSP then the inner boundary would on
average be a circle with a radius 3.34 miles from the centre of York. [That calculation
makes no allowance for inset settlements but at that date the issue of inset
settlements had not been addressed and the Key Diagram showed no settlements
within the general extent].

A.5  Secretaries of State have consistently called in applications on land beyond
the urban core but within a 3.34 mile radius of the centre. That fact cannot claim to
support an approach that the inner boundary is the existing urban core. It merely
represents caution on the part of the SoS, similar to that of the deemed sketch plan
status, to protect areas which had the possibility of being necessary to include within
the inner boundary when it was resolved.

A.6  The resolution of the inner boundary does not require an Environmental
Capacity Study but does require credible and robust evidence as to whether any land
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lying within 3.34 miles of the centre of York needs to be addressed by green belt
designation or can be adequately addressed through other policy

5.3  The Conclusions drawn from this Appendix are as follows:

C.2 References to the area of the general extent of the YGB, from 1990 but
particularly in Government Statistics from 1997 are based on returns made by the
LPA and as such are based on the extent of proposed designations that have not
been adopted.

C.3 The view of the SoS was never that expansion of the urban core would
undermine the safeguarding of the special character as evidenced from the
statements in the 1962 and 1988 Booklets. [It is noted that in respect of the two
other Cities having the similar single purpose attributed to the Green Belt, that the
SoS did indicate limits to expansion].

C.4  The amended description of the YGB in the 1988 Booklet indicates that there
will be open links between the Green Belt and the (Strays) land running into the inner
urban core. That confirms an approach that does not regard the Green Belt as being
tightly drawn around the urban core.

C.5 The research material set out in the report entitled ‘The Effectiveness of
Green Belts’ and ‘Strategic Gap and Green Wedge policies in Structure Plans: Main
Report’ provide a framework for establishing protective policy for the Strays and any
connecting links to the Green Belt and state that such policy framework is more
appropriate for that purpose than Green Belt Policy. There is no evidence that the
LPA has considered this alternative approach and the approach taken is an
inappropriate application of Green Belt policy, which should only be applied at the
periphery and beyond.

C.6 Incorporating the Stays and any green wedge links as Green Belt would have
to be balanced with reductions in the designation of other land within the general
extent of the YGB. That is likely to reduce the protective ring in places below 2 miles
which would be counter to the purpose of the YGB to protect the setting of the
historic City.
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Overview.

APPENDIX 3 — PRIMARY POLICY

Primary policy for the purposes of this response is policy which establishes the

general extent of the Green Belt and may provide criteria or guidance for

establishing Secondary Policy.

Within the timeframe of Green Belt policy (1955 to date) there are 4 eras for the

basis of such policy. These are identified as:

The Sketch Plan era between 1955 and up-to the adoption of a Structure
Plan, which in the case of the YGB was 1980.

The 1968 TCPA allowed County Councils to establish Structure Plans. It
was not until 1974 that a single County Planning Authority covered the
YGB area. Plans were formulated in the late 1970’s and a Consultation
Version was published in 1979. A Structure Plan was adopted in 1980 —
The NYCSP 1980. This contained policy both to establish the general
extent and provided criteria and guidance for the formulation of
Secondary Policy in Local Plans. The 1980 plan was the subject of 2
alterations in 1987 and 1989 and the third alteration resulted in a
comprehensive new Structure Plan - the NYCSP 1995.

When Regional Planning Guidance was issued in the 1990’s, it set out
strategic policy which was additional to that existing in Structure Plans.
The only relevant RPG was RPG 12 (2001) which was issued following
consultation and an EiP and contained a Key Diagram.

The Structure Plan policy was revoked and replaced by Regional Spatial
Strategy Policy when it was adopted. In the case of the YGB this was in
RSS 2008. Because of Government’s decision to revoke all RSS policy, a
Partial Revocation Order applied to the YGB in 2013. Total revocation
would have removed Primary Policy before any Secondary Policy had
been established. Accordingly, the Partial Revocation Order sets out the
Primary Policy that is now applicable to the YGB and the PDLP.

In normal circumstances, there would be no reason to review past revoked policy.

However, because the PDLP has proposals for Green Belt designation which have

been brought forward from proposals promoted in 1991 and 1998, it is necessary to

understand the history. This Response objects to the proposed designation of the
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Green Belt and its outer and inner boundaries in particular, because they do not
conform with the Primary Policy. The non-conformity arises within the historic
attempts to establish the designations and has been compounded by progressive
evolutions of the proposals.

Each era is reviewed below and the evidence base for this Appendix is principally
that at Annexe Il. That material is reviewed firstly and then within the review of
each era is an analysis. The analysis in turn leads to the conclusion in Section 5 of this
Appendix.

Material at Annexe ||

The material at Il i to Il viii relates to the NYCSP. The items commence with the
Report of Survey dated 1979, which was the principal evidence base for the 1980
plan. Items |1 ii to |l iv cover the consultation or submission version, the Secretary
of State’s Decision Letter and the adopted version. The main relevance of these
items relates to the preconceived views about the inner boundary and the
relationship between the proposed and adopted policy on the general extent.

Iltems Il v to |l vii relate to Alteration No.1. This does not have direct evidence for
the YGB but indicates the continued desire of NYCC to use Green Belt Policy as a
means of constraining development in rural areas. This issue impacted on the
designations in the 1991 YGBLP, the CoY Local Plan 1998 and impacts on the PDLP
which carry forward those earlier inappropriate designations.

Item Il viii sets out the 1995 version of the Green Belt Primary Policy. This has
relevance to the analysis in Appendix 4.

Item Il ix, the RPG12 policy, has no great relevance in terms of its policy because it
was never related to any formulation of Secondary Policy. However, the Key
Diagram, which is Annexe V11| X is considered for completeness.

Items Il X to Il Xii are of great importance because they address the Primary Policy
applicable to the PDLP.

The NYCSP 1980

2.6

The Report of Survey is a useful document to provide the context for the Primary
Policy established in the NYCSP 1980. That policy has relevance to the PDLP because
it leads to an approach to both the inner and outer boundaries that remain at the
heart of the proposals now contained in the PDLP. Some of those issues relate to
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application of the Primary Policy as matters for the PDLP to be in conformity with but

they also have reference to the Secondary Policy as it is now set out in the PDLP.

2.7 The text of the Report of Survey which is highlighted for this Response is:

Internal para. 12.38 (Annexe || i page 305) which states the YGB enjoyed
sketch plan status. The position was that no sketch plan had been
approved but due to the inability of the LPA’s concern to produce a
comprehensive and agreed proposal, the MHLG had stated it would deem
there to be a Sketch Plan for the YGB. However, its geographic location or
extent was not specified.

Despite no sketch plan having been approved, the Report of Surveys has
regard to sketch plans that have been prepared such as the Flaxton Town
Map (see para 12.82). These sketch plans only address a part of the
overall YGB area and some covered areas beyond the area defined in the
policy adopted. The fact they have at local level been given status for
development control purposes gives them no status in the process of
establishing the Primary Policy. That matter was ignored consistently.

Internal para 12.83 is very relevant to an understanding of the mindset of
the County Authority and its subsequent proposals. It describes the
purpose of the YGB as being ‘to contain urban growth and to protect the
special character of a town’ (presumably York). Although the Report
qguotes from the MHLG Booklet the Green Belts at internal para 12.77
relating to another Green Belt, partly within North Yorkshire it does not
qguote the reference to the YGB from the Booklet. In respect of the YGB
the Booklet does not espouse containment of urban growth as either a
purpose or a necessity for York.

Internal para 12.84 states that YGB has been designed as a restrictive
collar (but no specific policy even as to the general extent exists!) and at
12.82 states the YGB is contiguous to the Strays (again an assertion which
has no factual basis). It is however interesting to note that the Strays are
not considered as green belt land at this stage. This is all demonstrated by
Fig 12.9 in the Report which inaccurately ascribes Sketch Plan status to a
specific area which had never been so defined in an approved plan. The
Figure 12.9 is reproduced below.

Internal paras 12.115 to 12.119 sets out the NYCC philosophical approach
to Green Belt Policy namely that it is to constrain and ease development
pressures.
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2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13

The Consultation or Submission version of the NYCSP was published in 1979. The
strategic imperatives set out at internal paras. 11.26 and 11.27 signify that
development constraints are the primary purpose of the Green Belts but some fringe
development around York would be necessary to safeguard the character. The
proposals for Policy E8, which proposes the general extent of the YGB is that it is at
least at 6 miles from the centre but in the Harrogate & Selby district extends to meet
the West Riding Green Belt.

The Decision Letter, following an EiP, issued on behalf of the SoS modifies E8 and
adds E8a. The modifications are firstly to curtail the general extent to 6 miles all
around York in E8 and provide a framework for Secondary Policy in E8a. In respect of
curtailing the general extent the SoS states:

‘The protection afforded by these (modified) policies is more than adequate
to safeguard the many amenity areas in North Yorkshire’ and he is anxious
that the Green Belt concept should not be devalued by indiscriminate
application or by using green belt notation where other means of
development control in rural area would more appropriately serve the
required purpose.

The adopted policy in the NYCSP 1980 incorporates these modifications. The Plan
states no purpose for the YGB.

The relevance of the material at Annexe || v to vii, is firstly simply to demonstrate
that regardless of the SoS reference to not using Green Belt policy to contain
development in rural areas, the 1987 NYCSP Alteration No.1. attempts to do just that
in respect of the Harrogate Green Belt. That attempt is rejected. Secondly, the new
proposals reinforce the restraint to be placed on inset settlements and that proposal
is approved.

The NYCSP Green Belt policies in the 1995 version repeated the 1980 policies as
amended by Alteration No.1. These were the applicable Primary Policies at the date
of the 1998 CoY Local Plan. The Key Diagram to the 1995 Plan is at Annexe V v. The
Key Diagram does not give any clarity as to the location of the inner boundary.

RPG12 2001 was a policy document prepared after consultation and an EiP. It states
the general extent of the YGB was established in 1980 and that the outer and inner
boundaries remain to be resolved but in doing so it should not create a need for any
revision before the end of the plan period (2016). The Key Diagram at Annexe V vii
appears to be based on the 1991 YGBLP Proposal Maps, although these were never
adopted. This shows the inner boundary connecting to and incorporating the Strays.
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2.14 The RSS material at Annexe || X page 381 relates to the formulation of the RSS Policy.

2.15

This considered here by the actual Primary Policy as set out at Annexe |l Xi and the
Explanatory Memorandum are considered in detail along with the Key Diagram at
Annexe V ix in Chapter #. The RSS Key Diagram shows a clear gap between the inner
urban core and the inner boundary of the YGB.

The circumstances of the formulation of the RSS Policy are considered worthy of
review as they explain what this response regards as shortcomings which need to be
addressed in the PDLP. The first page of Annexe Il X is an extract from the
Government Office statement to the EiP in respect of the York sub area section.
Government Office view is that Policy E8 would need to be repeated in RSS to remain
extant but that it was not their view that should be undertaken, as greater guidance
was required in respect of the inner boundary and the location and scale of
development.

2.16 There then follows a Report by the author of this Response. This report relates to

2.17

2.18

promoting a policy to retain Primary Policy for the YGB in circumstances where:

e The Regional Planning Board and CoYC were taking a misconceived
approach that the NYCSP Policy could be saved. Legislation in the
form of the 2004 Act rendered such an approach impossible.

e GOYH had made the point that new policy was necessary in RSS but
did not take the matter any further.

To bring matters to a head, the author in consortium with 2 other consultants,
proposed a policy supported by a SA. This was only submitted when the Panel
expressed a view it was not going to debate the matter. The author submitted that it
was necessary for the SoS to provide a policy and in the absence of an alternative the
submitted policy had to be addressed. The following morning the RPB produced a
policy for the Panel to consider. It did so despite there being no supporting SA or
consultation. (The Panel considered the lack of consultation for the author’s policy to
be the reason for not considering it). These circumstances are addressed in the Panel
Report extracts which with the other related material is at Annexe |1 x page 390.

There was in the event a further consultation on a revised version of the RSS prior to

its adoption supported by an SA but the wording remained as produced from the
RPB’s overnight considerations.
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Sketch Plan Proposals.

A number of sketch plan proposals were formulated between 1955 and 1974 in
particular and some were promoted by one of the three County Councils with areas
within the Greater York Area and some were prepared by second tier authorities
such as the Flaxton Town Council.

None of the proposals were ever approved by the Minister because his position
consistently was that only a comprehensive proposal agreed by all the interested
authorities would be considered. As has been described in Appendix 1 the basis for
these sketch plan proposals was more often than not about containing the
development pressures emanating from York rather than anything to do with
safeguarding York’s special character. The proposals also covered areas outside a 6-
mile radius.

Unfortunately, these plans were considered by the NYCC as material considerations
when it both drew up the proposals for the 1980 NYCSP (which proposed Primary
Policy) and subsequently in the 1991 YGBLP (which proposed Secondary Policy). This
is evidenced by the reference to Figure 12.9 in the Report of Surveys (the
underpinning evidence base for the NYCSP) and the Consultation Maps issued in
December 1990 (Annexe V i) which again have a baseline of unapproved sketch
plans.

The specific concerns about the sketch plans is that they were not predicated on the
purpose of the YGB as now defined. They were not prepared in a manner
constrained by the outer boundary being limited to a distance of about 6 miles from
the centre of York. It is difficult to rationalise why these plans had any consideration
in the process of 1980 and 1991. It may be explained by the fact the higher-tier
authority was seeking to pander to the second-tier authorities but that does not
explain why NYCC saw fit to consider the sketch plans of the former County Councils
for East and West Riding of any relevance.

Having established an adopted policy in 1980, it becomes even more difficult to find
any justification for the extent to which the 1991 YGBLP proposals referred to the
sketch plans as it did in the Consultation Plans. It is apparent merely from viewing
the Consultation Plans (Annexe V i) and the Proposal Maps for the YGBLP 1991
(Annexe V iii) that the outer boundary was not predicated on the basis of a ring
having a radius of 6 miles from the centre of York.
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It is even more amazing to note the CoY LP 1998 also in its introduction at internal
page (ii) (Annexe | |1 iX page 584) also acknowledge these sketch plans.

The NYCSP Policy.
The first form of Primary Policy was that set out in the NYCSP 1980.

It is considered useful to bear in mind the following factors about this suite of
policies on Green Belt:
e They were prepared under National Policy set out in Circular 42/55.

e No purpose or purposes is/are ascribed to the YGB in the policies.

e The original consultation version proposed green belt beyond 6 miles from
the centre of York.

e The policies were subject to the approval of the Secretary of State.
e The policies were not exclusively related to the YGB.

Thus the modifications as they affected Policy E8 were to the general extent of the
YGB and the addition of E8a was guidance on establishing boundaries that applied to
all Green Belts in North Yorkshire. However, in respect of the guidance on
boundaries the concern about coalescence was related to coalescence between inset
settlements not between the urban core and adjacent settlements. The author of
this Response is aware that the Primary Policy for Cambridge specifically states as a
purpose that there shall be no coalescence with inset settlements and the urban
core. No such Primary Policy purpose has even been mooted for the YGB.

It is all the more surprising that arguments of development pressure constraint were
used as a reason for expanding the YGB beyond 6 miles to enclose Wheldrake and

Escrick in the 1991 YGBLP. That issue is reviewed in greater detail at Appendix 4.

Alteration No. 1 provides reinforcement to the objective that the inset settlements
should not expand into the Green Belt.

Regional Policy.
Regional policy first emerged in the form of Regional Plannin Guidance issued by the

SoS.
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By 2001 the SoS promoted RPG12, Regional Planinng Guidance for Yorkshire & the
Humber, through a process which inckuded public consultation and an EiP. RPG 12
2001 contained policies which ranked alongside those of Structure Plans.

This version of RPG included a Key Diagram which replicated the general extent of
the YGB as proposed in the 1991 YGBLP and 1998 CoYLP.

After 2004 Regioal Spatial Strategies were to replace Structure Plans. The RSS for
Yorkshire & the Humber contained at its submission stage no policies to preserve the
general extent of th YGB as contained in the NYCSP 1995 (Annexe |1 viii page 370)
or at all.

This position was promoted by the RPB and CoYC, but GOYH had indicated new
policy was necessary and that mere replacement of the NYCSP policy would not be
adequate (Annexe |1 x page 381). However, GOYH took the matter no further than a
recommendation and accordingly the author of this Response and two other senior
local Planning Consultants promoted a policy.

What followed is indicated at Annexe Il x page 382). The outcome was that a policy
was produced overnight by the RPB in conjunction with GOYH. The hurried process
resulted in the policy being less comprehensive than those in the NYCSP but for the
first time setting out a specific and prescribed purpose for the YGB and a Key
Diagram which indicated its geneal extent.

This policy and the Key Diagram had to be saved when Spatial Stategies were being
revoked nationally because CoYC had subsequently failed to produce a Local Plan.

Conclusions.

The conclusions are categorised as either ‘Assessments’ or ‘Conclusions’. The
categories are explained at para. 1.3.9 of the Response at page 4. The Assessments
are referred to by a letter A and the Conclusions by a letter C and both are then
sequentially numbered throughout the Appendix section of the Response.

The Assessments drawn from the Appendix are as follows:

A.7 There is an assertion in the Report of Surveys of the 1980 NYCSP, that the
inner boundary would be tightly drawn to the urban core of York but that
concept:

e Is not evidenced based, and
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A.8

A.9

e Is not reflected in the policy wording of the subsequently adopted
Plan or its justification.

Urban containment is considered to be a purpose of the YGB from 1979 to
2008 and appears to be regarded in priority to safeguard the special character
in the mindset of Planning Authorities formulating Primary Policy.

The NYCC as promoting Authority for Primary Policy appears to incorporate the
ambitions of second-tier authorities in the process including their unapproved
sketch plans.

6.3 The conclusions drawn from this Appendix are as follows:

C.7

C8

Sketch Plan proposals, prepared both by County Authorities and second-tier
Districts are given status as Sketch Plan areas of Green Belt even though never
approved.

The 6-mile radius is the limit of the general extent and it should not be
extended to contain development pressures in rural areas beyond that
distance as was proposed in earlier sketch plans. To do so would devalue
Green Belt policy nationally.

C.9 That growth of inset settlements should be tightly constrained and that policy

C.10

C.11

should be contained within the Primary Policy but there is no policy constraint
to contradict the proposals of the NPPF that growth from the inner boundary
might extent to adjacent inset settlements.

Where the Primary Policy lacks guidance or criteria which could assist the
PDLP. Some guidance or criteria can be drawn from the earlier NYCSP policy on
inset settlements as that was inserted by the SoS and in PPG2 1995 as that was
directed at establishing Secondary Policy whereas the NPPF appears to assume
that has happened.

Following the 1995 PPG2 there were two fundamental policy requirements for

resolving the boundaries of the general extent and these still apply in NPPF
policy, namely :
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e That the general extent should not be beyond 6 miles radius unless
exceptional circumstances were established to revise the boundary and
constraint of rural development pressure was and is not such a circumstance,
and

e The requirements of promoting sustainable patterns development are by
directing development to areas within the inner boundary and if necessary
towards adjacent inset settlements.
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11

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

APPENDIX 4 — SECONDARY POLICY
Overview.

This Appendix reviews the two previous attempts to resolve Secondary Policy for the YGB.
These key events are :
e The 1991 YGBLP process, and

e The 1998 CoYLP process.

The frameworks of both National and Primary policy are different both from each other and
from that which now applies. Because this Response is based on the fact that the Green Belt
Proposals of the PDLP are essential those that were created for the 1991 process and then
used as a baseline for the 1998 process, reviewing these processes is necessary to establish
whether that is an appropriate baseline for the PDLP. The common baseline assertion is
identified by a comparison of the boundaries. The outer boundary shown on the 1998
Proposal Plans and the PDLP Proposal plans are almost identical but differ from the 1991
plans as this shows the full extent of the proposed Green Belt whereas the 1998 and PDLP
Proposal Maps only show boundaries within the District boundaries.

After the NYCSP 1980 had established the general extent of the YGB, a problem
existed in that the SoS still required in respect of the outer boundary a
comprehensive and agreed solution. At this time the York City Council was a second-
tier authority in NYCC but remained a small geographical area which hardly
exceeded the limits of the urban core. Thus, the outer boundaries were divided
between Ryedale, Selby, Harrogate and Hambelton. This presented a further
problem as to which authority had what portion of responsibility for delivering the
development land requirements.

In 1980 the SoS had rejected the concept of a Greater York Area to resolve these
issues. In 1987 in the NYCSP Alternation No.1 process, the SoS accepted an approach
based on a Greater York Area. This provided NYCC with a platform to resolve the
Secondary Policy for the YGB and to that end it promoted the Greater York Study. A
major purpose of the GYS was to obtain agreement between the various second-tier
authorities affected by the consequential proposals of establishing the Secondary
Policy for the YGB.

The GYS was agreed in 1990 and provided the policy framework for NYCC to promote
the YGBLP within the GYA. It was not evidenced based. It represented an agreed
policy basis particularly for allocating a share of development land for each authority
to deliver within the GYA.
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1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

The GYS is at Annexe |1 ii and a Plan prepared in conjunction with both the GYS and
the proposed YGBLP is at Annexe V ii.

Taken together, the SoS’s approval of a Local Plan Area of the GYA incorporating
parts of several Districts and the NYCC's proposal to promote a Local Plan to resolve
the distribution of development needs, were aimed at delivering Secondary Policy
for the YGB as established in the 1980 NYCSP. This seemed to present a clear and
satisfactory means of resolving the impasse which had arisen after 1980.

At the end of the 1991 YGBLP process the Plan was not adopted but had gone
through Public Inquiry and the delivery of the Inspector’s Report. It was used both as
evidenced and as a baseline for the subsequent 1998 CoYCLP. That plan has evolved
into the policies and proposals now presented in the PDLP.

It is the submission of this Response that, for reasons which are set out below, both
the 1991 and the 1998 Local Plans produced flawed and unreliable outcomes which
made them an unsound basis for establishing any future Proposals or Policy. These
outcomes remain in place in the PDLP and are of such magnitude that they render
the PDLP unsound as a whole document. The most relevant flaws are the proposals
in the PDLP for an outer boundary which extends significantly in excess of 6-miles
from the centre of York and the tight inner boundary. The inner boundary is
incorrectly predicated and if the approach was properly addressed there would be
sufficient land available within the inner boundary to deliver the requirements of the
Plan and safeguarded land for the period beyond without impacting upon the
openness of the Green Belt.

It is therefore the framework of this Appendix on Secondary Policy to consider
separately these two processes. The 1991 YGBLP process review and analysis is
based on the material at Annexe |11 | to viii and that for the CoYCLP 1998 at Annexe
11 ix toxv.

Material at Annexe |11 i to viii.

This review and analysis commences with the adoption of the NYCSP in 1980 and
leads through to 1996 when the CoYC is created as a unitary authority.

The first issue which is addressed are the events leading up to and including the
completion of the GYS in 1990.

NYCC issued a Discussion Paper in 1981 (Annexe |11 i, page 408). This followed the
adoption of the Primary Policy. It states as internal page 9 last paragraph ‘at present
the green belt extends 8 miles from the centre of York.” This statement is

78



2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

incomprehensible based on the fact that the recently adopted Primary Policy as
modified by the SoS sets it at 6 miles.

However, the explanation might be found in the text which is headed ‘Defining the
Outer Boundary’ from internal page 5 first para., which express concerns about
development pressures adjacent but beyond the Outer Boundary and at internal
page 9 last para. which refer to Escrick and Wheldrake. It becomes more evident as
matters proceed that NYCC perceive the Green Belt to be that which is covered by a
series of unadopted sketch plan proposals rather than regard those as irrelevant in
light of the adopted policy of the NYCSP 1980.

The GYS (Annexe |11 ii page 423) is intended to relate to areas of both the GYA and
the YGB. It is entirely unclear how the GYA became so defined other than the fact its
outer boundaries are based on Parish boundaries as shown on the front cover page
(Annexe |11 ii page #). There is a plan at Annexe V11 ii that indicates a boundary to
the GYA which appears to replicate the boundary on the front cover of the GYS. This
Plan also shows a Green Belt boundary. That Green Belt Boundary appears to be in
line with that shown at Fig. 3 in the GYS (Annexe |11 ii page #). The YGB boundary as
shown on that Plan extends beyond the GYA in places and seems not to relate to a
radius of 6-miles from the centre of York.

The purpose of the GYS was to consider how development need and the
requirement for the YGB could be accommodated geographically. So why was the
GYS area less than the proposed YGB proposed. The explanation appears to be the
GYS is not an evidence base but a statement of intended policy. That policy is
something resolved in negotiations between the LPA’s involved.

The GYS states at internal page 3 ‘The Green Belt was established some 30 years
ago.’ That would be 1960 not 1980. At para. 14 on internal page 6 it states prior to
1974 each County Authority had defined a Green Belt. Whilst they may have drawn
up a Sketch Plan none were ever approved so the word defined does not seem
fitting.

The GYS set out proposals for a new settlement beyond the Green Belt to
accommodate a significant element of the forecast development need.

In setting out the ‘Policy Framework’ the mention of the NYCSP is to a proposal to
restrain the pace of development. It does not focus on the outer boundary being at
6-mile radius on the safeguarding of special character. It refers to the 1988 DoE
Booklet and the single stated purpose but does not refer to the area specified in that
Booklet of 50,000 acres (20234 ha.) for the general extent or the same figure set out
in PPG2 1988.
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2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13

2.14

The YGBLP deposit version was dated 1991 (Annexe |11 iii page 509). This sets the
policy framework but only at page 8 does it refer to the outer edge being at 6-miles
from the centre. It makes no statement as to why that radius is exceeded in certain
areas of the overall area of the belt thereby proposed but states the development
strategy includes:

e To allow only limited peripheral development around the built-up area in
locations which do not conflict with the Green Belt objectives

e To limit development in the villages surrounding the City

e To accommodate much of the long-term development requirement in a
new settlement

e To maintain a relatively tight Green Belt around the existing build up area

e To obviate the need for substantial area of white-land to be identified
around the edge of the built-up area.

These objectives are stated to arise from the GYS and that the LPA’s involved have
formally adopted the study. Here again whilst the boundaries remain to be resolved
in policy the underpinning document uses the word maintain, which implies the
work is based on an existing boundary that has been approved. Overall these
objectives are not related to an evidence base and do not arise from one.

The YGBLP does provide criteria for defining boundaries and policy for inset
settlements as well as a suite of inset maps at a scale which identified existing land
use boundaries.

Evidence to support the policy proposals was not produced until after the YGBLP had
been submitted and a Public Inquiry fixed. Two of these documents are produced
because they have relevance to the PDLP proposals. Those not produced are
considered to relate to historic issues which no longer have value such as
development land requirement a distribution evidence.

At Annexe |11 iv page 549 is a Position Statement submitted by NYCC regarding the
status of the GYS. Attached to this document is correspondence with Government
Office. Attention is drawn to the DoE letter of the 22.05.1991. At para. 6 is expressed
a concern about the tightness of the inner boundary.
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2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

2.19

2.20

2.21

3.0

3.1

A Proof of Evidence relating to the Inner Boundary for NYCC is at Annexe | 1| v page
560. This makes it clear that the factors which resolved the plan proposals on the
Inner Boundary were not based on the purpose as now set out in Primary Policy.
Also, the position is very much stated as the County Council’s position not that of the
York City Council.

The Inspector’s Report (Annexe | |1 iv page 567 [Note: the electronic version
contains a glitch. The pages which should follow 567 do actually follow after 679] )
considers objections and at internal page 9 para A7.14 York City Council indicates a
tight inner boundary is not essential to ‘preserving the character.’

The YGBLP, public scrutiny process was by way of Public Inquiry to consider the
objections. That process was narrower than the EiP process applicable to the PDLP as
the Inspector had to resolve the objections not assess the soundness.

What can be gained from the Inspector’s Report is that he did not make his
recommendations on the basis that a new settlement would be delivered nor did he
make it having regard to issues of sustainable patterns of development. The latter
did not arise in National Policy until PPG2 1995.

The Inspector’s own visual assessment was significantly influenced by views arising
around the recently opened ring road. The circumstances today are material
different as mature boundary hedging and landscaping have removed a significant
number of the distant views of the Minster, to which the Inspector attached weight.

The Inspector’s concerns about the underlying evidence base as expressed at para.
A7.2 and A7.3. These would be issues which in today’s framework would raise
concerns about soundness but that was not an issue in the Public Inquiry at that
time.

At Annexe |11 vii is an extract of the Panel Report for Alteration No.3 1994 relating to
the proposed new settlement. Internal para 2.1.02 notes that the York City Council
no longer supported the proposal. At Annexe |11 viii page 572 is a Further Proposed
Modification 1995, which was to delete the new settlement policy from the
Structure Plan.

Analysis of the 1991 process

The 1991 YGBLP was based on agreement between the interested LPA’s in line with
a strategy agreed in the GYS. The GYS also involved the creation of new settlement
outside the YGB. Their linked requirement was to be addressed through a third
alteration to the 1980 NYCSP which in the end took the form of the 1995 NYCSP.
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3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

Throughout the YGBLP process the GYS strategy applied. That strategy had the
following objectives:

e to coordinate the distribution of development needs generated by the
GYA.

e to resolve the basis for the Secondary Policy within a process which
involved the promotion of both the YGBLP and Alternation No.3 to the
NYCSP.

e to provide a new settlement beyond the YGB that would facilitate a tight
inner boundary.

This strategy was not evidenced based but represented a policy framework which
the interested LPA’s were prepared to support. Having agreed the strategy in
February 1990 the GYS was the subject of a public consultation in March/April 1990.

Para. 3.18 of the submission YGBLP September 1991 stated that the public
consultation generally endorsed the strategy and then defined elements of the
strategy objectives. These included:

e To allow only limited peripheral growth around the urban core of York.

e That the Green Belt had several purposes (described as objectives)

e To maintain a relatively tight Green Belt around the urban core

e To dispense with the need for safeguarded land.

The YGBLP thus goes on to state that these (and other) strategy objectives fully
reflect the proposed Green Belts boundaries (internal para. 3.19) and that the
Structure Plan will be allowed to establish a new settlement (internal para.3.20)

Despite there being Primary Policy in place which established the general extent of
the YGB, the YGBLP states at internal para 5.4 in respect of the outer boundary the
starting point is the Sketch Plan boundaries to which the NYCC has been working.
That approach can be seen and understood from the Consultation Version Proposal
Maps at Appendix V i . These 2 plans indicate a 6-mile radius and the amalgamated
area of the Sketch Plan that had been previously proposed. It also indicated areas t
for addition and removal to establish proposed Green Belt boundaries. It is clear
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3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

that the approach only paid token approach to the Primary Policy that the radius
would be a 6-mile radius.

The Sketch Plan area was produced as a single area to achieve a defined purpose, it is
an amalgam of Sketch Plans which were not conceived for a common purpose. In the
case of Wheldrake the inclusion of that village was undertaken, despite it being over
6-mile from the centre of York but rather because it would otherwise be just beyond
the outer boundary. The designation was therefore extended to include it as a
means of constraining development pressure in a rural area. The very reason the SoS
had stated would undermine the value of the Green Belt policy nationally.

No argument was presented at the Public Inquiry to challenge Green Belt
designations beyond 6-miles.

It is clear that the 1991 YGBLP could have been legally challenged on the basis that it
failed to conform with the Primary Policy as it extended the outer boundary beyond
6-miles, but the Plan was never adopted and therefore could not be challenged.
NYCC resolved not to adopt the Plan because it had subsequently decided to
abandon the concept of new settlement beyond the green belt and PPG2 1995 had
introduced major changes to Green Belt Policy. So why did CoYC consider the 1991
Plan was a baseline for its 1998 Plan. That point is considered further below, but
more importantly the next paragraph considers why those proposals are an
inappropriate baseline for the PDLP.

The YGBLP 1991 is an entirely unsuitable base line or basis for resolving Secondary
Policy and proposals in the PDLP because of the following reasons:

e It is not evidence-based policy. It is beyond credibility to consider that an
objective evidence base would arrive now at a result similar to that
achieved by a committee of officers from disparate District Councils
reaching a conclusion upon a strategic policy framework with a time
horizon that was 12 years ago.

e The purposes regarded as applicable to the 1991 are not A single purpose
now set down in the Primary Policy. The single purpose which now
applies is in any event different from any purpose defined in the NPPF or
earlier PPGs or Circulars.

e The policy framework for Green Belt for the 1991 Plan was that set out in
Circular 42/55 not that which is now applicable.
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3.11

4.0

4.1

4.2

e The tight inner boundary was not related to the setting of character of
the city but the proposal for a new settlement beyond the YGB and a pre-
conceived view where it might be. The Key Diagram does not depict a
tight boundary and previous Government statements in PPG2 1988 and
the Booklet, The Green Belts 1988, published after Primary Policy had
been adopted indicate factors, such as the area of the general extent,
that there was no clear-cut limit to expansion and there may be open
space connections into the urban core, that also support a view that the
inner boundary is not tightly drawn.

e [t sought to include land penetrating into the City (the Strays and more)
whereas current policy indicates that safeguarding such areas should be
addresses other than by Green Belt policy.

e The proposal to expand the area beyond 50,000 acres (20,234 ha.) and
beyond a 6-mile radius is a proposal to alter the general extent and
requires justification by exceptional circumstances of which constraining
development is not one. This issue relates to both the outer and inner
boundary proposals.

The one useful detail that can be taken from the historical Primary and Secondary
policy is that the Secondary Policy set out criteria or a framework for defining
boundaries inner, outer and inset and evidence upon which the status of settlements
within the Green Belt can be resolved. The PDLP fails to address these issues.

Material at Annexe |11 ix to xv

This material relates to the CoYLP process which covers the period from the local
government restructuring in 1996 to 2005 when the CoYC Local Plan process,
commencing in 1998 was abandoned.

There are three issues relevant to the PDLP to be taken from this era. They are:

e that the 1998 Local Plan incorporated the 1991 YGBLP proposals for the
Green Belt boundaries as its baseline,

e that the 1998 Local Plan like the 1991 Plan contained no proposal for
safeguarded land, and

e that in consequence of another fatal flaw in the 1998 Plan proposals (that
of a proposed short-term Green Belt) the substance of the 1998 Plan did
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4.3

4.4

4.5

not undergo any meaningful public scrutiny, despite there being at the
point of its abandonment around 17,000 unresolved objections.

In respect of the Green Belt proposals in the PDLP, it is apparent from a comparison
of the 1998 Proposal Plans and the PDLP Proposal Plans that concept for the outer
and inner boundaries is very similar. These in turn are similar to the Proposals of the
1991 YGBLP, except that the outer boundary is shown in part as being limited to the
District boundary of CoYC in the 1998 and PDLPs Proposal Plans. The actual outer
boundary is beyond the District Boundary in an adjoining Districts for a significant
part of the length both in the 1991 Plan and in the adopted Local Plans of adjoining
LPAs.

Prior to 2004 the SoS had insisted this outer boundary be dealt with by a
comprehensive and agreed solution from all the interested LPA’s. After 2004 Local
Plans were addressed by Inspectors and their decisions were binding. However, the
Plan Inspector was not given any framework by the Secretary of State rather it was
to be provided by an RSS which would be approved by the SoS. The consequence
was that Local Plans were approved in Hambelton, Ryedale, Selby and Harrogate that
resolved some part of the outer boundary. These processes were not achieved on
the basis of a comprehensive and agreed proposal because all the authorities relied
on the Proposals in the 1991 YGBLP despite it never having been adopted and
specifically rejected by the County Authority after the issue of PPGL 1995 and the
abandonment of the new settlement proposals.

There was little incentive for any creative thinking by the adjoining LPA’s as the areas
by and large represented areas of open countryside with some inset rural villages.
These areas were of little consequence to the adjoining LPA’s, who would most likely
have adopted development restraint policies in absence of the area being Green
Belt. None of the LPA’s made an assessment relating to the purpose of the Green
Belt as set out in RSS.

4.6 The 1998 CoYLP sets out in its introduction reference to the Flaxton Town Map (1983)

4.7

and the County Development Maps of both the North 1955 and the East Riding 1960.
It is not clear why these were thought to be of relevance to District wide planning
after the restructuring. However, the Introduction to the Plan states that other plans
have been prepared subsequently and their policies and proposals will be carried
forward. This list included the 1991 YGBLP.

Later on in the Introduction, the LPA indicates that the NYCSP 1995 and ‘existing

local’ Plans form part of the context of the 1998 CoYLP. This statement does not
make clear whether the unadopted 1991 YGBLP, which by then the NYCC had
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4.8

4.9

4.10

4.11

4.12

4.13

5.0

resolved not to adopt, was to be regarded as essential context. However, Appendix J
to the Plan set out policies/proposals which had been considered at a Local Plan
Inquiry. This included 92 items out 109 being derived from the 1991 YGBLP. These
items the LPA considered were not to be the subject of public scrutiny in the 1998
plan process. That fact confirms the 1998 Plan regarded the 1991 Plan as essential
context.

It is clear from a comparison of the Plans and the statement at internal para 1.17
(Annexe |11 ix page 576) that the boundaries are essentially those of the 1991 Plan.

There are two specific aspects of Green Belt proposals that are of significance

e that the CoYC's proposal in 1998 was for a short-term Green Belt, and

e that it described any adjustments to the boundaries as ‘a review of the
Green Belt'.

The concept of a short term Green Belt was the downfall for the 1998 Plan. At
Annexe |11 X to Xiv are various documents issues by the Inspector. In a nutshell the
Inspector accepted the author’s proposal to address the Green Belt procedural issue
(it being proposed as short term) through a Round Table Process.

In the course of this process which had Round Table meetings between December
1999 and January 2003, the CoYC sought to ‘substantially’ amend the Plan through
‘in course of Inquiry changes’. A third and then a forth version were produced by
2004, which amongst other things extended the time horizon of the Plan by 5 more
years. However, there was no substantive alteration to the location of the
boundaries or any introduction of safeguarded land.

There is no indication that the CoYC viewed the issue of PPG2 1995 as a reason to
take a fresh look at the definition of the outer and inner boundaries but stuck
determinedly to the 1991 boundary even though the NYCC has resolved to abandon
this Plan due, amongst other reasons, to the publication of PPG2 1995.

The author criticised the ‘review’ approach of the LPA and suggested the LPA started
from a clean sheet. Despite the Council accepting review was not the appropriate
term, they nevertheless subsequently used it repeatedly in their 2004 revisions of
the Plan. At Annexe |1l xv is the 4th set of changes version, with the third set of
change (2002) being highlighted yellow and the 4th set (2004) highlighted pink.

Analysis of the 1998 process.
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5.1

5.2

53

5.4

5.5

The 1998 CoYLP was based in respect of Green Belt proposals for inner and outer
boundaries, settlement status and inset boundaries on the 1991 YGBLP with the
exception of:

e some lengths of the outer boundary which were restricted to the District
Boundary where the 1991 Plan had extended these lengths of the outer
boundary into neighboring Districts, and

e Where they were adjusted to facilitate some proposed development
allocations.

No provisions for safeguarded land were made in the 1998 edition of the Plan
because it was intended to be a short-term proposal to be reviewed by 2006. In the
subsequent changes which extended the plan period to provide a long term Green
Belt no safeguarded land was proposed. The 1991 Plan had not provided for
safeguarded land on the basis of the creation of a new settlement but that did not
apply to the 1998 Plan.

In the subsequent and final iteration of the Plan in 2004 the plan period had a
horizon of 2011. Chapter 1 internal para. 1.28 stated the Green Belt proposals aimed
to establish boundaries that would last 20 years (Annexe |Il xv page 659).
Presumably with this plan being subject of a consultation in 2004 the expression ‘20
years’ would relate to a horizon of 2024 at a minimum and 2025 as a realistic likely
horizon. This view taken by the LPA is despite allocating land to address needs to
2011 (at that time a forward period of 7 years maximum) it did not require to
identify any safeguarded land. This was because the LPA presumably considered the
provisions made then would last until 2024 (a period of 13 years beyond the
proposed plan period). It is considered that such a stance is without credibility,
however the Plan was never subject to public scrutiny.

The LPA continued to address the process of resolving Secondary Policy as a ‘review’
which is a process that assumes Secondary Policy already exists.

The CoYLP 1998 did not seek to set out a rationale for resolving the outer or inner
boundaries or why settlements would be inset or washed over it merely rested the
case on the fact the 1991 YGBLP had gone through Public Inquiry and claimed that
these matters were no longer up for debate. That issue was never debated but once
the plan horizon was moved from 2006 to 2011, it was no longer a credible position
for the LPA to adopt. That is so even if it was not having regard to the material
change in National Policy through PPG2 1995 and the fact the 1991 YGBLP was
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abandoned by its promoter the NYCC in 1995 but as those matters were pertinent
then the Plan is entirely without credibility. It was unsound.

6.0 Conclusions

6.1 The conclusions are categorised as either ‘Assessments’ or ‘Conclusions’. The
categories are explained at para. 1.3.9 of the Response at page 4. The Assessments
are referred to by a letter A and the Conclusions by a letter C and both are then
sequentially numbered throughout the Appendix section of the Response.

6.2  Assessment drawn from the Appendix are as follows:

A.10 The 1991 YGBLP was based upon unapproved sketch plans that were not
formulated against the single purpose for the YGB that now applies.

A.11 If it is the case that the PDLP is based upon the 1991 and/or the 1998 Local
Plans in respect of the Green Belt Proposals, then per se it must also be
fundamentally flawed. If it is not based on those Plans:

e Where the is evidence base that justifies the proposed boundaries, and

e Where is the justification (in terms of exceptional circumstances) for existing
beyond a 6-mile radius, and

e The proposing a tight inner boundary which expands the Green Belt areas
beyond that resolved in the general extent as expressed in the Key Diagram
to RSS and the land area of the general extent set out in PPG2 1998 and the
Booklet- The Green Belts.

A.12 It is considered that the Key Diagram and or the Proposal Maps should indicate
the full extent of the outer boundary of the YGB aa would be established and
the text should define the total area of the YGB so created.

6.3  The conclusions drawn from this Appendix are as follows:
C.12 The 1991 YGBLP was fundamentally flawed for the reasons set out in para.

3.10 above. It cannot provide a credible baseline for the Green Belt proposals
of the PDLP.
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C.13

C.14

The 1991 YGBLP was not an evidence-based plan, it was conceived on the
basis of a strategy agreeable to a number of LPA’s with an interest in the GYA.
It can be characterised as a political deal which was subsequently supported
by evidence. The evidence was to support the strategy not that the strategy
was based on the evidence.

The 1998 CoYLP was based upon the Green Belt proposals of the 1991 YGBLP
and as such inherited the flaws of that Plan and in addition did not adjust for
the change in National Policy in PPG2 1995 which required Green Belt to
support sustainable patterns of development.

C.15 The modern statistics (i.e. from 1991) are unreliable as the area of the general

extent because they are based on returns made by the LPA’s, who have their
returns on figures derived from the 1991 unadopted proposals. Those figures
are significantly in excess of 50,000 acres (20234 ha) at 27940 ha (69041
acres).
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1.7

APPENDIX 5 — THE LPA’S PREPARATIONS

Overview.

This Appendix addresses the public record of work undertaken by the LPA in connection with
its preparations for a Local Plan. It covers a period from 1999 when the LPA became aware
that its 1998 CoYLP was flawed to the issue of the PDLP.

In consequence of the first meeting of the GBRT in December 1999, the Inspector issued his
note of the proceedings in January 2000. The LPA had accepted the deficiency of their
submitted Plan and proposed a review of the Green Belt. Whilst that statement may well
have conveyed to many participants that the LPA were going to undertake a wholesale
review, it is with hindsight clear that the word ‘review’ was to the LPA a process of adjusting
the Green Belt that they considered existed and which was demonstrated on the 1998
Proposal Maps (Annexe V #). The LPA’s understanding does not appear to be that there was
Primary Policy or within its terms they had to resolve the outer and inner boundaries etc.
Whilst the Primary Policy required the outer Boundary to be at a 6-mile radius and provided
no stipulation as to the inner boundary, the LPA appears to have held the belief that the
1991 Plan Proposals had resolved these boundaries.

That stance ignored the policy changes that had subsequently occurred which included:

e The issue of PPG2 1995 which provided a major change in the application of
Green Belt policy to achieve sustainable patterns of development, and

e That the proposed new settlement of the 1991 Plan was not then to be
progressed.

The LPA decided to plan for a new and extended time horizon and draw up a substantial
amendment to the deposited plan by way of ‘in course of Inquiry changes.” To that end they
formed a Green Belt Working Group Committee to oversee the project.

It is very difficult, if not impossible, to ascertain what constitutes the LPA’s evidence base for
the PDLP. The LPA’s website has a ‘page’ entitled ‘Local Plan Evidence Base’. It is not clear
whether other material is included by reference within the listed documents or whether
other documents neither listed nor explicitly referred to are relevant.

The current evidence also includes material which was produced to support ‘in course of
Inquiry changes’ in the 1998 CoYLP process. For example, the listed documents related to
‘The Approach to Green Belt’ are dated April 2003. The relevance of these is discussed at
Chapter 3 - The Evidence Base. However, in order to provide meaningful analysis, it is
necessary to review the workings of the Green Belt Working Group between 2000-2005.

The review of the material over this period also serves to provide an understanding of some
of the evidence relied on for the PDLP and the credibility of the analysis the LPA’s based
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upon it. Set out below is a listo f the material reviewed in this parto f the preparation of this

Response.
1.8 List of the material reviewed.
Landscape Appraisal Brief 28.06.1996
Policy & Resources (urgency) committee — 21.01.2000
Minutes and Extract Report.
Local Plan Steering Committee — Agenda 07.03.2000
Report

Draft Framework for Consultation Paper 21.03.2000

York Green Belt Conference Papers 06.09.2000

Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 11.12.2000
Minutes and Reports

Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 02.03.2001
Minutes and Reports

Green Belt Consultation Leaflet 03.04.2001

Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 04.05.2001
Minutes and Reports

Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 11.06.2001
Minutes and Reports

CoYLP Position Paper 20.06.2001

Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 12.07.2001
Minutes and Reports

Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 23.10.2001
Minutes and Reports

CoYLP Position Paper 15.11.2001

Green Belt Conference Papers 26.02.2002

Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 11.03.2002
Minutes and Reports

Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 28.08.2002
Minutes and Reports

Third Set of Changes — Full Text (colour) October 2002
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Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 31.10.2002

Minutes and Reports

Executive Committee Report item 10 01.11.2002

Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 13.10.2003
Minutes and Reports

Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 28.01.2004
Minutes and Reports

Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 01.06.2004
Minutes and Reports

Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 25.08.2004
Minutes and Reports

Local Planning Working Group — Report 22.09.2004

Green Belt Working Group — Agenda 19.10.2004
Minutes and Reports

Fourth Set of Changes — Full Text April 2005

Executive Committee Agenda 9 Report 30.07.2015

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

Material at Annexe IV

Annexe IV only consists of extracts from the material reviewed. To submit in
evidence

the Committee Reports in full would produce hundreds of pages, much of which
relates to allocation proposals over an 18-year time period. In general, these are
transitory considerations. Such an exercise would produce little information relevant
to the soundness of the PDLP. However, it is submitted that the selection of
documents at Annexe 1V does not cherry pick the material but focusses on material
relevant to establishing the necessary Secondary Policy for the PDLP.

Some comments are made in respect of the listed items but the approach has been
to limit the produced material to that important to establish the robustness and
credibility of the evidential support for this Response.

In the early part of 2000, the LPA’s Local Plan Steering Committee had set out a

range
of consultations and evidence gathering it needed to pursue.
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2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

A conference was held in September 2000 with selected participants. In consequence
of back-tracking through the material the author of this Response issued an FOI
letter to the LPA. It appeared the LPA had received material from consultants upon
Green Belt matters. This turned out to be a Final Report upon ‘Objectives of the
Green Belt 2000: The Historic Character and Setting of York’. This Report has never
been referred to in a Council Committee Meeting and the document was never listed
on any evidence base related to the Local Plan process over the time period 1999 to
date.

The Response to the FOI letter came from the LPA on the 18.12.2017, with a further
response on the 27.02.2018. Annexe |V i pages 670 The reason given for the
obscurity of this document is that ‘it was not supported by Officers’.

That reason is difficult to accept. Para. 3 of the Report to the first GBWG (Annexe |V
Iii pages 675.) on the 11.12.2000 refers to a methodology submitted to the LPA by
ECUS, which was discussed at a conference held in September 2000. That
conference was shown plans prepared by ECUS but the LPA’s FOI response states
these plans have not been archived and cannot now be produce. The paragraph in
the GBWG goes on to state that the ECUS work is being re-assessed but does not
state that a Final Report has been submitted. No record can be traced that Members
were ever informed of this Final Report and it does not appear on the public record.
It seems to be beyond credibility that Coun. Merrett, the chair of the Committee,
who was so intimately involved, did not read the Final ECUS Report and discuss it
with Officers. Councillor Merrett held great influence over the Local Plan process and
is even reputed to have drafted section of the 1998 Plan.

The Final Report of ECUS is at Annexe IV ii pages 675. The detail of the Report is
reviewed and analysed under Appendix 6 — The Evidence Base.

The GBWG held its first meeting on the 11.12.2000 and resolve a programme of work
to ‘review’ the YGB. A relevant extract of the Officer’s Report to the meeting is at
Annexe |V iii pages 7009.

Paras. 2 to 7 of the Officer's Report to this meeting sets out the purpose of the
Committee’s work. Paras. 8 to 10 address the need for safeguarded land.

At the next meeting on the 02.03.2001 Officers advised on safeguarded land and

stated that National Policy on this topic had only existed since 1995. In fact, the
issue was flagged up in PPG2 1988 at para.11 (See Annexe | iii page 170).
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2.11

2.12

2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

2.19

In April 2001 the LPA had carried out a postal consultation with the public at large.
The Distributed Questionnaire leaflet is at Annexe |V iv pages 712. The analysis
draws some relevant observations from the leaflet as to the LPA’s mindset in respect
of the YGB and the process it was undertaking.

At the meeting on the 04.05.2001 the Committee resolved to have an Urban
Capacity
Study undertaken and to provide sufficient safeguarded land.

At the meeting on the 12.07.2001 the GBWG considered a Report from Officers on
the
Environmental Criteria for their ‘review’. (Annexe 1V v pages ###).

At a meeting on the 23.10.2001 (See Annexe |V Vi page ##).

A further conference was held in February 2002 which was dominated by
representatives of Parish Councils within the District.

At a meeting on the 11.03.2002 Para. 9 of the Report, which was issued under the
Responsibility of the Assistant Director (Development and Transport), Bill Wooley
and written by Alasdair Morrison, Head of Development and Regeneration is breath
taking in its misconceptions. The report indicates that coalescence is a material
purpose for ‘reviewing’ the Green Belt and that for the purpose of York the word
‘towns’ in PPG2 1995, in this respect, means villages. It goes on to state that an
important focus is ‘safeguarding...land that separates individual settlements from
each other and from the York urban area.” No reason is given for the addition of the

words underlined, which did not appear in Primary Policy E8a. (See Annexe |V vii
page #i).

The meeting held on the 28.08.2002 considered the 3rd Set of Changes. The 3rd Set
of Changes is at (See Annexe |V Viii page ##).

The meeting on the 13.10. 2003 reported the responses to the 3rd Set of Changes
and consultation. The report also set out the English Heritage objection that
suggested that an Environmental Capacity Study was necessary.

The meeting on the 28.01 2004 reviewed the English Heritage objection and decided
that a Environmental Capacity Study was unnecessary for reasons which are different
from those of this Response which reaches the same conclusions. (See Annexe |V i X
page ##).
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2.20

3.0

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

The meeting on the 19.08 2004 resolved to publish a 4th Set of Changes and noted
the
progress on preparing an LDF. (See Annexe |V X page ##).

Analysis

The first meeting of the GBWG (Annexe |V iii pages 709). It is noted that the first
sentence of Para.2 refers to establishing a boundary. From a review of the
Committee’s work over its life, it is clear this means the inner boundary. At no time
is any assessment or review made in respect of the outer boundary. Also, this
approach mirrors the approach in the 1998 Plan itself in terms of characterising the
exercise as a review rather than a process of establishing the boundaries for the first
time.

The LPA have never put forward in any form any actual proposals to establish
safeguarded land designations.

The leaflet (Annexe |V iv pages 712) poses the rhetorical question does York have a

green belt? and answers it by saying yes but the inner boundary has never been
defined. There is no reference to the outer boundary. All concern is about
development land demand and the inner boundary. It also states that land to be
allocated for development will be adjoining urban areas.

The approach to addressing the Environmental Criteria in the LPA’s review approach
on the 12.07.2001 appears to be to look at what areas of greenfield land might be
removed from the area that had been designated in 1998. (Annexe |V v pages 720).
Effectively this means there is no review of the principles upon which the YGB is
defined, the 1998 position (and by virtue of the fact of its baseline) the 1991 position
is taken as a given and there is no attempt to address justifying that. In one sense
this is understandable because the LPA’s 12998 Plan was predicated on the basis
that it took the 1991 Plan as a baseline and those factors could not be challenged on
the basis they had already been addressed in a Public Inquiry.

At the 02.02.2000 meeting were not only the Members given inaccurate advice by
Officer’s as described at 2.14 above the author of this Response also (yet again)
advised the Committee that it would be better to start from a clean sheet rather
than review the designations of the 1998 Plan.
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3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

At the meeting on the 11.03.2002 as reviewed at 2.17 above the LPA reveal its object
misunderstanding of the purpose of Green Belt in relation to coalescence and invent
additional wording for the Primary Policy to relate it to coalescence between the
urban core and adjacent settlements. This approach is directly in conflict with the
guidance in PPG2 1995. That guidance remains unchanged today.

The adoption of the 4th Set of Changes presented the Development Control function

with significant challenges. Not only was there a problem in arguing that weight
should

be attached to this document which has been concluded to be unsuitable to pursue,
but also there were 11,000 unresolved objections.

It seems likely that the weakness of Development Control Policy position and the
political determination to preserve the facade of a policy framework prevented any
new approach materially departing from that of the 1998 proposals.

In May 2015 the Coalition agreement between the Conservative and Liberal
Democrat Groups stated ‘we will prepare an evidence-based Local Plan which
delivers much needed housing whilst focusing development on ... land and taking all
practical steps to protect the Green Belt and character of York.” This statement re-
affirms the approach that had existed from the preparation for the NYCSP 1980
some 40 years earlier that a Green Belt actually existed. There is no realisation on
the part of the politicians and no advice from the Officers which says — ‘the York
Green Belt has yet to be defined and the parameters for that process are...’

In the event the evidence base for the Local Plan is not new. It relies on, in respect of
the Green Belt, material which dates back to 2003. This is some 10 years before the
Primary Policy is established in the Revocation Order and 5 years before a purpose of
the Green Belt was defined in policy in the RSS. Whilst several consultations have
taken place and these issues have been raised, the LPA’s sole Response is to produce
the so called technical papers, which do not indicate the author of them had
appropriate qualifications to give them weight. They also seek to re-define the role
of coalescence arguing it relates to the issue of the City’s setting but in doing so do
not amend the baseline material from 2003.

3.11 This Response considers that the ‘setting of York’ is a simple issue. It is the ring of

open countryside in agricultural use with intermittent sportive woodland. That is
what the Green Belt will preserve. It si not considered that the inset settlements
make any positive contribution to the setting but they need to be constrained so as
not to damage the setting.
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4.0 Conclusions.

4.1

4.2

4.3

The conclusions are categorised as either ‘Assessments’ or ‘Conclusions’. The

categories are explained at para. 1.3.9 of the Response at page 4. The Assessments

are referred to by a letter A and the Conclusions by a letter C and both are then

sequentially numbered throughout the Appendix section of the Response.

Assessment drawn from the Appendix are as follows:

A.13 The LPA has chosen to suppress and ignore evidence from specialist

consukltants that indicate an alternative approach to the fixing of the inner
boundary.

A.14 The LPA has deliberately avoided having to designate safeguarded land in

consequence of electing to pursue a tightly drawn inner boundary.

A.15 The LPA’s considerations since 1998 have been focused on development land

allocations and it has not addressed the fundamental form of the Green Belt
following the change in Primary Policy but has chosen to consider that no
material change in Primary Policy actually occurred.

The conclusions drawn from this Appendix are as follows:

C.16

C.17

C.18

The discarded ECUS Report indicated a reasonable alternative approach to
the resolution of the inner boundary and one which could conform with the
Key Diagram of RSS, but the LPA has chosen not to consider any alternative
approach.

The LPA have continuously regarded the provision of Secondary Policy as a
matter of review of the 1991 YGBLP proposals and have consistently ignored
the significant changes in policy with which the Secondary Policy has to either
conform or be consistent with.

The LPA have misconceived and/or misinterpreted the framework policy in
order to justify outcomes that are pre-determined and have generated
retrospective rvidence to justify that pre-determined view. That process has
involved misleading and misconceived advice being presented by senior
Officers to Members.
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1.0

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

APPENDIX 6 — MISCELLANEOUS MATERIAL
George E. Wright MA MPTRI - Qualifications and Experience

George Wright is a Chartered Town Planner and has a Master’s Degree in Town and
Regional Planning with distinction.

He practices as a private-sector planning consultant but has on occasions been
appointed by LPA’s to give evidence on their behalf in Public Inquiries.

His experience relates to being either an advocate or expert witness in planning
matters including submitting planning applications, team leader in major
applications, planning appeals of all types and representative at Enquires in Public.

He has acted in Judicial Reviews as a witness and instructing Counsel.

The first appearance as a witness in a Public Inquiry was in 1962 and between 1967
and for 28 years practiced as a solicitor specialising in Town and County Planning,
acting for both the private and public sector including the British Government and
United Nations. From 1999 he has practiced as a Chartered Town Planner.

He appeared in the 1998 CoYLP Green Belt Review Table Process between 1999 and
2003 and in the RSS EiP on the York Green Belt sessions. (See Inspector’s Notes at

Annexelll xi-xiv pages 625-658 and Annexe |l x pages 381).

He has appeared in several major Public Inquiries related to YGB issues and
participated as a witness and/or advisor in others.

[ Deliberately left blank]
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2.0 Acronyms and Glossary of terms.

2.1 Acronyms. The acronyms used in this Response are as follows:

A. - An Assessment made in this Response which is a conclusion made on a
balance of probabilities in relation to the evidence reviewed.

C. - A Conclusion made in this Response which is drawn on the basis of being
beyond all reasonable doubt.

CoYLP. - The City of York Local Plan submitted in 1998 and subject to a Public
Inquiry that did not conclude but the Plan was withdrawn in 2004.

CoYC. - City of York Council [The LPA since 1996].

DoE. - Department of Environment.

GBRT — The Green Belt Round Table meetings called by the Local Plan Inspector
in respect of the 1998 CoYLP.

GBWG - A committee of the CoYC — The Green Belt Working Group.

GoYH. - Government Office for Yorkshire and the Humber.

GYA. — The Greater York Area as defined on a Plan at Annexe v i

GYS — The Greater York Study 1990 produced by NYCC.

LPA - Local Planning Authority.

MHCLG — Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government.

MHLG - Minister or Ministry of Housing and Local Government. (according to
context).

NPPF — National Planning policy framework.

NYCC — The North Yorkshire County Council.

NYCSP - The North Yorkshire County Structure Plan adopted 1980 and replaced
1995.
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e ODPM - Office of the Deputy Prime Minister.

e PDLP - City of York Publication Draft Local Plan 2018.

e RSS — Regional Spatial Strategy for Yokshire and the Humber 2008.

e So0S - Secretary of State (responsible for Town & Country Planning).

e YGB-The York Green Belt.

e YGBLP - The York Green Belt Local Plan 1991 submitted; subject to Public
Inquiry unadopted.

2.2  Glossary of Terms. The following expressions are defined for the purposes of this

Response:
Assessment. This is a conclusion drawn from the evidence based on
the evidential test of ‘on a balance of probabilities’. This is
Indicated in the text by a capital letter A and followed by
a humber.
Conclusion. This is a conclusion drawn from the evidence based on

the evidential test of ‘beyond all reasonable doubt’. This is
indicated in the text by a capital letter C and followed by
a number.

Environmental Capacity

A planning test intended to identify levels of impact,
specifically adverse impacts which affect the setting and
character of an historic settlement, that the settlement is
capable of absorbing without unacceptable loss to those
features.

Greater York Area

An area comprising the Parishes identified on a Map at
Annexe V ii and delineated thereon.

Primary Policy

Policy intended to establish the general extent of a green
belt and possibly provide a framework for aspects of the
Secondary Policy.

Secondary Policy

Policy in conformity with the Primary Policy which defines
the boundaries to the outer and inner extent of the Green
Belts as well as the status of any settlements within the
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Green Belt, any inset settlements and safeguarded land.

Urban Capacity The capacity of the existing urban area of a District to
accommodate development sites.
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4.0 Confirmation Bias.
4.1 Confirmation bias is a psychological term which explains the cognitive bias that

involves accepting evidence that supports an existing belief in an idea or concept and
rejects information which contradicts it.
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4.2

4.3

4.3

4.4

4.5

As such, confirmation bias influences how information is interpreted, explaining how
information is processed by a group or individual according to the pre-formed
beliefs. Evidence is accepted and given elevated status where it confirms the belief
because the receptor wishes it to be true or correct. Equally where material casts
doubt on the belief it is disregarded.

The theory indicates that those affected by the condition are inhibited from viewing
matters objectively and become selective in the data they accept only when it
supports their prejudice.

The condition has recently been observed in the justice system where numerous
rape trials have collapsed due to non-disclosure of evidence by the Police to the
Defendant’s representatives and other evidenced has been promoted without
objective assessment.

There are a number of significant instances or circumstances in the lead up to the
preparation of the PDLP which signify the existence of confirmation bias. Examples
are:
e The rejection and suppression of the ECUS Report on the historic character
and setting of York that indicate an approach other than a tightly constrained
inner boundary,

e The advice that adjacent villages were the settlements which PPG2 described
as towns in relation to coalescence,

e The denial that promoting a plan with a 5-year time horizon would satisfy
Regulation that require a minimum of 10 years,

e And finally, the belief in the PDLP submission that a housing requirement in
clear conflict with National advice and requirement would be acceptable.

These issues are referred in the Response and evidenced by the material submitted
with the exception of the last item. This is one which is undoubtedly addressed in
other objections and will be well to the fore of the Plan Inspector’s concerns about
soundness.
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5.0 Extract from Report prepared by Atkins.
5.1 This Report was prepared by Atkins on behalf of Bradford Metropolitan Council in
connection with a submission of the town of Saltaire as a World Heritage Site. The

extract provided relates to a general assessment of the role of Setting in a planning
context. It is considered to be a useful baseline for setting issues at York.

[Continue onto page 102]
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Overview of Sefting ATKINS

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 This appendix presents a review of the concept of selting and identifies the
criteria / themes that have been used to define and describe the setting of the
Saltaire World Heritage Sile (WHS) as laid out in Appendix B of the main
report.

1.2  The appendix begins with an averview of the concept of setting (Section 2.0);
and then examines approaches to setting at other World Heritage Sites in the
UK (Section 3.0). The analysis of the Site's setting can be found In Appendix
B of the Main Report

gperscior i« Cresnviges o SHENQ00C
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Overview of Setting ATKINS

2. OVERVIEW OF THE CONCEPT OF SETTING

Planning Policy Background

2.1  The concept of setting is identified in Planning Policy Guidance (PPG 15 and
PPG 16) as well as siatute (Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Area)
Act 1990).

PPG 15 - Listed Buildings

"2.16 Sections 16 and 66 of the Act [Flanning (Listed Buidings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990] require authorifies considering applications
for planning permission or listed building consent for works which affect a
listed building to have special regard to cerain matters, inciuding the
desirability of praserving the selling of the building. The setting is often an
essential part of the building's character, especially if & garden or grounds
have been laid out to complement its design or function ...

2. 17 Local planning authorities are required under section 67 of the Acf fo
publish a notfce of all applications they receive for planning permission for
any development which, in their opinion, affects the selfing of a lisfed
building. This provision should not be interprefed foo namrowly! the setiing
of & building may be limited fo obviously ancillary fand, but may offen
include land some distance from if. Even where a building has no ancillary
fand - for example in a crowded urbran sireel - the seffing may encompass
& number of other properties. The setfing of individual Nsted buildings very
often owes its character fo the harmony produced by a paricular grouping
of buitdings {not necessarily all of great individual merit) and to the quality
of the spaces crealed belween them. Such areas reguire careful appraisal
when proposals for development are under considerafion, even if the
redevelopment would only replace a building which is neither itself listed
nor immediately adjacent to a listed buliding. Where a listed building forms
an important visual elernent in a sireet, it would probably be right fo regard
any development in the street as being within the setling of the building. A
propoged high or bulky building might also affect the setting of a listed

Ajmitreia &« Cregivira of Sl lvgy oo

107



Svariiaw of-Setting ATKINS

builaing some distance away, or after views of a historic skyline. In some
cases, seffing can only be defined by a historical assessment of a
building's surroundings. If there is doubf about the precise exient of a
burlaing's setiing, it is betfer fo publish a notice.”

PPG 15 - Conservation Areas

414 Section 72 of the Act [Flanning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act T1980] requires that special aftention shall be paid in the
exercise of planning funchions fo the desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or appearance of 8 conservation area.... ...The
aesirabiity of preserving or enhancing the area should also, in the
Secretary of Stale's view, be a materal consideration fn the planning
authorify's handiing of development proposals which are oulside the
consensation area but would affect its setting, or views into or out of the
area...."

PPG 15 - World Heritage Sites

"2.22 Detalls of World Heritage Sites in England are given in paragraph
6.35. No additional stalutory conlrols follow from the inclusion of a sife in
the Woarld Herftage lfst. Inclusfon does, howeaver, highfight the oulstanding
international importance of the site as a key materal consideration to be
takan info account by local planning authorties in determining planning
and listed building consenf applications, and by the Secreiary of Siate in
determining cases on appeal or following call-in.

2.23 Each local authority concemed, taking account of World Heriage
Site designation and other relevant ststutory designations, should
formulate specific planning poficies for protecting these sifes and include
these policies in their development plans. Policies shoufd reflect the fact
that all these sites have been designated for their outstanding universal
value, and they should place greatl weighl on the need fo protect them for
the benefil of future generalions as well as owr own. Development
proposals affecting these sifes or their setting may be compatible with this
objactive, but should always be carefully scrutinised for their likely effect
on the site or its sefting in the longer term. Significant developrnent
proposalfs affecting World Hertage Sites will generally require formal
environmental assessmeant, o ensure that their immediate impact and
their impfications for the longer term are fully evaluated...”

Auppaamii B, « Cayeviine Of Selnguadon
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PPG 15 - Registered Historic parks and gardens

"2.24 Again no additional statufory controls follow from the inclusion of &
sife in English Heniage's Register of Parks and Gardens of Special
Historic Interest (see paragraph 6.38), bul local planning authorities
should profect registered parks and gardens in preparing development
plans and in determining planning applications. The effect of proposed
development on a registered park or garden or its setfing /s a matenal
consideration in the determination of a planning application. FPlanning and
highway authorities should also safequard regislered parks or gardens
when themselves planning new developments or road schemes ™

PPG 16 - Archaeological Sites

“8..Where nationally Iimportant archaeological remains, whether
scheduled or nol and their seftings, are affected by proposed
development there should be a presumpfion in favour of their physical
praservation. Cases involving a&rchaeological remains of lesser
importance will not always be so clear cut and planning autharties will
nead fo weigh the relative importance of archaeology against other factors
including the need for the proposed development.”

“18. The desirability of preserving an ancient monument and its setting is
a material consideration in determining planning applications whether that
monument is scheduled or unscheduled.”

“27. Once the planning authority has sufficient informalfion, there is a
range of options for the defermination of planning applications affecting
archaeological remains and their sellings. As stated in paragraph 8.
where nationally important archaeological remains, whether scheduled or
not, and their seffings, are affected by proposed development there
showld be & presumplion in favour of their physical preservation in-situ
i.e., a presumption against proposals which would involve significant
alteration or cause damage, or which would have a significant impact on
the setting of visible remains. ”

Features capable of having a setting

2.2 The following list identifies those types of cultural herilage features that are
capable of having a setting in planning policy terms and highlights the
guidance that states this:

Appancce - Comraess 0f Tl bnguion
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2.3

2.4

2.5

ATKINS

« Scheduled Monuments (PPG 18)

= Mationally important archaeological remains (PPG 18)
= Other archaeological remains (PPG 18)

» Listed Buildings (PPG 15 and Planning Act 1990)

« Conservation Areas (PPG 15)

= Registered Hisloric Parks and Gardens (PPG 15)

= \World Heritage Sites (PPG 15)

Definition of the word "Setting”

Planning policy indicates that the setting of a cultural heritage feature is a
maternal consideration in the planning process. However, there Is no agreed
definition of what constitutes the setting of a cultural heritage feature or what
the word “setting” actually means. Numerous planning inquires and legal
cases have addressed the issue of selting and consequently thera is
considerable material (some of which I8 contradictory) available to
practitioners in this field. Usefully, a paper was published in 19858 (Colcutt
1999) which presented a particular overview of selected cases up to that date.

In that paper Colcult placed considerable emphasis on the dicticnary
definitions of “selting” and “set”. He stated that the Oxford English Dictionary
defines setting as "the environment or surroundings in which a thing is sef’.
From an analysis of the verb form of the word “set” Colcult went on to argue
that ~...the ferm “seiting” strongly implies intent, whether on the part of the
original “sefter” or on thal of the “sefter” of some laler fealure impinging upon
the sefting of the orginal feature.” (Colcutt 1999; 498). This he considers
important as without Intent he argues that a fealure ! relationship should not
conslitute part of the selling of a cultural hertage asset.

However, this is perhaps a relatively namow definition of "setting” and “set”
that focuses on an active rather than descriptive definition of the word "set’.
For exampie, "set” can be used descriptively such as In “the house is sel
against a background of tall trees”™, This usage does not imply intent on either
the builders of the house or the planters (whether human or natural) of the
frees.

A 8 o LRtk OF Haieg S
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2.6

2.7

2.8

it i= therefore acceptable to define the setting of a feature as having both
intentional elements (e.g. the placement of features to create a garden around
a house) and more descriptive elements {e.g. the general environment in
which a feature is situated) as both can be argued to contribute to its overall
sefting. These active and passive elements are important especially when
considering the issues of contemporaneily between fealures and the
contribution of modern landscapes / lownscapes o the safting of a place.
This broader definition of what setting can constitute is perhaps supported by
a definition of satting identified by Alexandra Faulkner {(Faulkner 1993) which
states that:

“The setting of a bullding has been defined as the environs of a bullding or
ofher feature which directly confribute fo the atmosphere or amblence of
that building or feature” (Inspectors definition in a Listed Building Appesal -
Leeds City Council, 8 February 15998).

Defining the “setting™ of a place

Introduciion

Without an agreed definition of the word “setting” it is not surprising that no
methodology or set of criteria have been established for defining the selting of
a cultural heritage featurs. Instead a case-by-case based approach has
developed in the UK with individuals developing different approaches for
differant sites in different circumstances. The majority of work on setting has
occurred for the purposes of promoting or objecting to development at
planning inquides. Consaquently, setting tends to be examined through a
legal-style approach that focuses on determining the impact of a potential
development on the setfing of a site. The notable exceptions to this are the
World Heritage Sites in the UK. These are essentially the only cultural
heritage features to have their setting regularly defined outside of a planning
inquiry, as such they provide and interesting cass study in their own nght (see
Section 3.0).

In terms of what actually constitutes the setting of a Site and what should bea
taken into account when defining and describing setting a number of thames
emerge from the many planning inquires that have examined these Issues,

Apporale & - e ol S dag
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Visual Aspects
29 ltis clear from the majority of cases thal there is a strong focus on visual

210

2.11

aspects. At its most general it could be argued that the setting of site extents
to its visual envelope, in effect all areas of land from which the site can be
sean orf land that can be seen from the site. However, there are many issues
with using this approach. Firstly, should thal visual envelope be based on
current landscapes | townscapes or should it be a theoretical envelope that
allows for fulure change or past circumstances? Secondly, it is perfectly
possible 1o imagine a situation where the visual envelope of a site omits parts
of its satting, for instance a designed park and garden associated with a grand
country house may have areas that lie outside of the visual envelope of the
house {(e.g. land behind a hill in the park), these areas could still be taken to
form part of the house's setling. Thirdly, how does one address the issue of
potentlal future change in this context, for example a piece of land may lie
outside of the visual envelope of a site but if a tall buillding where to be
constructed on that piece of land it would be visible from the site and would
therefore affect its setting.

The visual envelope, whether current or theoretical, forms only one avenue of
analysis. In fact, in some instances inspectors have ruled that a developmenl
would have an impact on the sefting of a site even when current visual
connections betwaen a site and the development have been screened (e.g.
Woodhouse Farm, Essex — APP/L1500/A/94/241057).

The wvisual aspect often includes identifying views of the site and views from
the site. This approach has been supporied by case law (Revival Properties
v. Secrelary of Slate 1996) where the courl held thal when considaering the
impact of a development on a listed building or ancient monument it was
proper to have regard to:

a) the view from the listed building or monument towards the proposed
development;

b)  the view from the development towards the building or monumeant and;

c) any other relevan! view from tha sida.

The nature of these individual views is imporiant as more welght may be
given certain types of views a.g.:

Apprris A - Comrsew of SEfinpeioe
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2.4

2,15

« designed views out of a site e.q. park and garden vistas;

o views of a site with historical precedents (e.g. relating to famous
paintings);

« views out of a site that particularly structure people’s experience of that
site;

« views from points In the wider area with direct historical / cultural
connections,

« general views of the site that particularly allow people to appreciate the
form of scale of a site; and

« views of nolable iconic elements within a site.

Other types of view such as general glimpsed views or those that are perhaps
accidental and lacking in historical precedent would probably be given less
waight within the context of a8 planning decision but could still form a part of
the sile's overall setting. It is therefore appropriale when defining a site’s
selting, in particular one with a strong visual presence or designed landscape
{ townscape, to develop a hierarchy of views into and out of the site.

Significances and Characteristics of a site

It is clear from the above that the significances and characteristics of a site
also have a bearing on the definition of a site's setting. For instance, with a
designed historic park and garden it is likely that key vistas and views oul of
the site would be a pariculary important aspect of its setting, whereas for a
farmhouse it may be associated fields that form a key element of its setting.
In every case it is important that an understanding of the charactleristics and
significances of a site are used to inform the identification of aspects of its
selling.

Topographic relationships

Another aspect that regularly emerges is the relationship between a site and
the topography of the area. This governs in part the visual envelope of a site
but in many cases, sites have an intentional relationship with topography e.qg.
some prehistoric stone circles and garden follies. At an inquiry in 2003 for a
new housing development on the edge of Cowbridge (Vale of Glamorgan —
appeal references A—-PP1TZ2-98- 003 and A-PP1T2-98- 002) the issue of
topography and visibility was successfully used to demonstrate that the

8
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217

2.18

proposed developmeant would impact on the setting of a scheduled hillfort.
The decision letter from the Welsh Assembly stated that “the proposal would
cause a substantial change fo the character and appearance of the appeals
site from a rural fo urban sceng which would adversely affect the wisual and
recrealional experience currently enjoyed and affect the seiting of the
Liznblethian Hillforl.™ This latter point could also be taken io indicate that the
general charactar of the envirecnment of the hillfort (in this case rural) was also
an issue and the urbanisation of this area would therefore harm thiz aspect of
the sité's setting.

Owverall, topographic relationships are Important aspects, parlicularly with
regard to the wvisual elements of a site's setting, and do need to be
considered.

Historical Relationships

As noted in paragraph 217 af PPG15 with regard o the setting of listed
building “In some cases, sefting can only be defined by a histarical
assessment of a building's surroundings.” This would indicate that historical
relationships and past land uses can be a valid element of a site's setting.
This is particularly relevant where those relationships and uses remain. In
these cases those areas may make a greater contribution to the setling of site
than areas wherea modern uses that do not accord with historical uses
dominate. However, as noted above modem uses that "contribufe fo the
atmosphare or ambience of that bullding or feature” can still nghtfully be
considared as part of the setting, particularly if there are visual relationships.

As mentioned above, greater weight may be given to views from festures that
have a historical relationzship with a site. This idea could perhaps be exiended
to a more general point to include features, with or without views, which relate
to the historical development or establishment of a site. Using Saltaire as a
case study, the canal and river were clearly key reasons for the astablishment
of the site in this location. The issue here i3 whether historical relationships
can. without visibility, justify inclusion within the concept of setting or whether
they form some other aspact of the site's relationship to a wider environmeant,
This iz a difficult point. Currently case law is unclear on this point and
commentators tend to focus of the visual aspects of setting. However, if one
lakes a8 more experential and value based approach to the definition of
setting then features such as canals and rivers could form part of a site's
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2.19

2.20

2.21

“Iiv) Group Value: the value of a8 single monumernt (such as a feld
systern) may be greally enhanced by s association with related
comfemporary monuments (such as a sefflement and cemeteryl or with
monuments of different penods. In some cases, it is preferable to profect
the complete group of monuments, including associated and adjacent
land. rather than to protect isolated monumeants within the group.”

sefling and alteration lo these would impact on people's experence and
understanding of that site.

It may be battar, however, to view these elements as part of a wider group of
teatures related to the site and examine these relationships through the
concept of "group value®. This concept iz detailed in Annex 4 of PPG 16 -
Secretary OF State’s Criteria for Scheduling Ancient Monuments (see Annex
4) which states that:

Howeaver, racently commentators have begun to develop another concept in

defined context as:

"Context is commonly used o describe the concept that allows one thing
to be refated to aothars. By doing this, different things can be givan relafive
values. These relationships may be physical or esoleric, the fatler relating
to concepts of time (historical contaxt), sociaty (social context), economy
(economic context) and so forth, The wider use of the term also depends
upon knowledge beyvond what may be seen or felt an a site. The concept
of context s vital fo modem cuftural heritage studies for without if
individual components could only be studied in isolation and their value
could not be gauged in refation to other landscape componernts.”

this regard, namely that of “context®. At the recent A303 Improvement Inguiny
for the Stonehenge WHS the Highways Agency in their proof of evidence

The acceplability of this concept / definition remains to be determined as the
inspector's and ultimately the Secretary of State's decision on this is skl
awaited. However, it is important to nole that the term “context” does not
appear in PPG16 (expect in criteria || where a national and regional context is
refarred to — see Annex 4). |t appears only once in PPG 15 (in relation to

concepls refating to setling) where it is stated in para 4,17 that:

4.17 Many consenalion areas include gap sites, or builldings that make no
positive  contribution to, or indeed detract from, the character or

10
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appearance of the area; thelr replfacement should be a stimulus fo
imaginative, high quality design, and seen as an opportunity to enhance
the arsa. What is important is not that new buildings showld directly imitate
garlier styles, but that they should be designed with respect for their
contex!, as parl of a larger whole which has a well-esfablished character
and appearance of its own.

2.22 The use of the tlerm context here relates to the concept of the character within
2 conservation area. The concept of character Iz well attested 1o in issuas
relating to setting and therefore it seems as if within planning policy the issue
of context can be seen broadly speaking to lie within the concept of setting.

223 At this stage the new emerging definition of context does not seem to be
supported by existing planning policy guidance and its validity remains to be
determinad in case law. Some of the concepts outlined within the definition of
context pul forward by the Highways Agency e.g. historical relationships, are
perhaps already supported by existing understandings of "setting”™ whilst
others are seemingly reflected in the concept of Group Valua {see Annex 4).
The separation of "context”™ and "setting” therefore seems to be relatively
arbitrary at this stage.

224 This issue has until now generally been explored with regard to
archasological sites and associated features where relationships (particulary
diachronic relationships) tend to be a matter of archaeological interpretation
rather, as with the case of more recent structures, a matter of demonstrable
historical fact. It may however become an issue in relation to Saltaire.

Importance of a Site

2.25 In terms of the weight given to the setting of a cultural heritage feature it 15
clear that the relative mportance of a feature s important in this regard. A
fact clearly acknowledged by the Secretary of State when addressing the
matter of a lemporary impact on the setting of the Hadrian's Wall World
Heritage Site (M342/82900/1). Here it was ruled that a gas exploration nig that
would have been in place for only 40 days would have had an unacceptable
impact on the setting of Hadrian's Wall — something that would indicate that
World Heritage Sites can be afforded particular protection given their
ifternational importance. However, this iz somewhat undermined by the
recent St George’s Wharf inquiry in London (DSC no. 100036741 — see
Flanning May 2005) after which the Deputy Prime Minlster granted permission

11
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2.26

2.27

2.28

for a 50 storey tower even though it would adversely impact on an important
view of the Westminster WHS from Wastminster Bridge and consequently
arode the quality of the WHS.

In Summary

Setting cannot be easily defined. From an analysis of the above it is clear that
a number of factors can contribute to the definiion and description of a site’s
sefting. These include:

= The visual envelope of a site (although it is unclear whether this is its
cument envelope or a theoretical envelope);

« Views into and out of a site, especially those thal directly relate to the
characteristics or significances of a site;

= Historically related features around a site;

= The general environs of a site that contribute to its current ambience /
sansze of place;

« Topographic relationships; and

s« Areas that retain a land-use that is broadly the same as contemporary
historic uses.

Within these areas parlicular weight can be given to elements that are
imentionally related to a site =2.9. designed views and known historcal
connactions. Although modermn aspects of character, experience and
ambience cannot be discounted

It iz clear that there is a difference between the extent of a site's setting
{perhaps best definad by a theoretical visual envelopa) and the characteristics
and features within thal extent that particularly contribute to it setting. In terms
of assessing the impact of change on the setting of a site issues such as
proximity and the potential impact of the change on the key characteristics
would need to be taken into account. For instance, changes at the edge of
tha visual envelope that do not impact on key characteristics would not have a
“sigrificant impact” (see PPG 16 paragraph 27 above) on the setting of a sile
and would therefore probably be acceptable in planning terms. Changes that
would affect the key characteristics of the safting of a site may have a

12
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significant impact and may therefore be unacceptable in planning terms. A
particular area of debate relates to changes in close proximity to a site that
would not affect key characteristics but by nature of their very proximity may
impact on the general experience and ambience of a site, these may be
deamed to have a significant impact.

13
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NATIONAL GREEN BELT POLICY & RESEARCH.



ANNEXE 11

Circulars 42/55; 50/57 & 14/84

[This Appendix comprises Circular 14/84 to which the earlier
Circulars 50/57 and 42/55 were annexed].



Chrealar 14/84

Circular from the

Department of the Environment
2 Marsham Street, London SW P 3EB

Kir 4 July 1984
Green Belts

1. The Govemment continues to attach greal importance to Green Belis,
which have a broad and positive planning role in checking the unresinicied
sprawl of built-up arcas, safeguarding the surrounding countryside from further
encroachment, and assisting in urban regeneration, There must continue 1o be
a general presumption against inappropnate development within Green Belts.
The Government reaffirms the objectives of Green Htltr]:-ulic'; and the related
development control policies st oul i Mmistry of Housing and Local
Government Circular 42/55.

2. Structure plans have now been approved for most parts of the country and
these identify the broad areas of the Green Belt, Detailed Green Belt boundaries
are now being defined in local plans and in many cases these are based on Cireen
Belt areas defined in earlier development plans approved prior to the
introduction of structure and local plans. This process of local plan preparation
15 continuing and this circular includes advice on the definmtion of detailed
Green Belt boundanes in local plans.

3. The essential characteristic of Green Belts is their permanence and their

protection must be maintained as far as can be seen ahead. It follows from this

thar:
{a) Once the general extent of a Green Belt has been api:mw:d as part of
the structure plan for an area it should be altered only in exceptional
circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will
wish to be satisfied that the authonty has considered opportunities for
development within the urban areas contained by and bevond the Green
Belt, Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopled local
plans or earhier approved development plans should be altered only
exceptionally.
(b) Where detailed Green Bell boundanes have not yet been defined in
carher approved development plans or in adopted local plans—for
example, where approved structure plans have extended the area of the
Green Belt to include areas previously referred to as “intenm™ Green
Belt—it is necessary to establish boundaries that will endure. It 15 especially
important that these boundaries of Green Belts should be carefully drawn
s0 as not w mclude land which it 8 unnecessary to keep permanently open
for the purpose of the Green Belt Otherwise there is a risk that
encroachment on the Green Belt may have to be allowed in order to
accommodate future development. If Green Belt boundaries are drawn
excessively tightly around existing built-up areas it may not be possible 1o
maintain the degree of permanence that Green Belts should have, This
would devalue the concept of the Green Belt and alse reduce the value of
}ncal plans in making proper provision for necessary development in the
uture.

120



4, Since the protection of Green Belts must be maintained, plannin
authorities in defining detailed Green Belt boundaries in local plans wi
need to relate their proposals 1o a longer time scale than is normally adopted
in plans for new development. While making provision for development in
general conformity with the structure plan they should satisfy themselves
that Green Belt boundaries will not need 1o be altered at the end of that
period. In some cases this will mean safeguarding land between the urban
arca and the Green Belt which may be required to meet longer term
development needs. The normal process of development control serves this

s¢ and authonties should state clearly in structure and local plans the
ﬁﬂh;]m that they intend to apply in those areas over the period covered by

¢ plan,

3. ltas mculaﬂy imporiant that full use is made of opportunities for
bringing into use areas of neglected or derelict land and for recycling
urban land, in¢luding obsolete industnal sites and buildings unlikely 10 be
required in future for their original purpose. The development of such sites
can make a valuable contnbution to inner ity renewal and reduce the
pressures on undeveloped land, The maintenance of effective Green Belt
policy will assist in this.

6. Well defined long-term Green Belt boundaries will help to ensure its
future agnicultural, recreational and amenity value, whereas less secure
boundanes would make it more difhicult for farmers and other land owners
to maintain and improve their land. Local planning authorities can assist in
this by working together with land owners and voluntary groups to enhance
the countryside, and especially those areas of land within the (I_E:Ercen Belt, or
adjacent to it, which are suffening from disuse or neglect. This is particularly
important in pans of the Green Belt that are close to existing urban
development, or between urban areas within conurbations, and which can
be especially vulnerable to neglect or damage. Such areas may form an
important part of the Green Belt and, if 50, need to be protected and
maintained. But in considenng whether to include such areas within the
Gircen Belt, where detailed boundaries have not yet been established,
authorities should also consider carefully whether the land could be better
reserved for future development and thus ease the pressure on other land
that should have the long-term protection of the Green Belt. Once the
detailed boundaries have been d they should not be amended, or
development allowed, merely because the land has become derelict. The
overall aim should be o develop and maintain a positive approach 1o
land-usec management which both makes adequate provision for necessary
development and ensures that the Green Belt serves ils proper purpose,
7. For convenience the two earlier circulars on Green Belts (MHLG
Circulars Nos. 4255 and 50/57) are reproduced in the Annex to this
circular. The policy advice that they contain remains valid butl insofar as
they relate to the earlier development plan system they are out-of-date and
are replaced by the present circular.

[ am, Sir, your obedient Servant,
R. C. MABEY, Assistam Chiel Planner

T et Emcine The Chiet Bxecui
‘aunty Councils . c xECulive
Disarict Councils }' in England London Dacklands Development Corporation
London Borough Cuu;n;ih HE’Hyﬁdt Development Corporation
The Town Clerk, City of London 2 The Cengral M.ma.ir:r, Mew Town Development Corporations
The Director-General, Greater Landon Council [FLUP 651257/ 18]

The MNational Park Oficer
Lake District Speriol Planning Boand
Peak Park Joint Planning Board
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Ciremlar No. 42/55%

MINISTRY OF HOUSING AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT
WHITEHALL, LONDON, 5.W.1

Sim, Ird August, 1955

GREEN BELTS

1. Following upon his statement in the House of Commons on April 26th last {copy
attached), I am directed by the Minister of Housing and Local Government to draw your
attention to the importance of checking the unrestricted sprawl of the built-up areas, and
of safeguarding the surrounding countryside against further encroachment,

2. He is satisfied that the only really effective way to achieve this object is by the formal
designation of clearly defined Green Belts around the areas concerned.

3. The Minister accordingly recommends Planning Authorities to consider establishing
i Green Belt wherever this is desirable in order:

{a) to check the further growth of & large built-up area;
{6) to prevent neighbouring towns from merging inlo oné another: or
{(¢) to preserve the special character of a town.

4. Wherever practicable, 8 Green Belt should be several miles wide, so as to ensure an
appreciable rural zone all round the built-up area concerned.

5. Inside & Green Belt, approval should not be given, :1:31 in very special circumstances,
for the construction of néw buildings or for the change of use a?::'u[ina buildings for
other than agriculture, sporl, cemeteries, institutions standing in extensive grounds,

or other uses appropriate to a rural area.

6. Apart from a strictly limited amount of “ infilling ™ or * rounding off ™ {within
boundaries to be defined in Town Maps) existing towns and villages inside a Green Belt
should not be allowed to expand further. Even within the urban areas thus defined, every
effort should be made to prevent any further building for industrial or commercial -
since this, if allowed, would lead to a demand for more labour, which in turn would create
a need for the development of additional land for housing.

7. A Planning Authority which wishes to establish 2 Green Belt in its area should, after
consulting any neighbouring Flanning Authority affected, submit to the Minister, as soon
as possible, & Sketch “Plan, indicating the H‘Eupm::imlte boundaries of the proposed Belt.

orc offically submitting their plans, authorities may find it helpful to discuss them
informally with this Ministry either through its regional representative or in Whitehall,

8. In due course, a detailed survey will be needed to define precisely the inner and
outer boundaries of the Green Belt, as well as the boundaries of towns and villages within
it. 'I'h:ruft:rhnthm particulars will have to be incorporated as amendments in the

t Plan.
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9. This may take some time to complete. Meanwhile, it is desirable to
prevent any {urther deterioration in the postion. The Minister, therefore, asks that, where
a Planning Authority has submitted a Flan for a Green Belt, it shouid forthwith
apply provisionally, in the area proposed, the armangements outlined in paragraphs 5 and

6 above.
1 am, EIflr
Your obedient Servant,
A. B. VALENTINE.

Under Secretary.
The Clerk of the Council,
Local Planning Authorities.
County District Councils (for information).
England and Wales.
Anpex to Clrcolar No. 42/55

STATEMENT BY THE RT. HON. DUNCAN SANDYS, MLP., MINISTER
OF HOUSING AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, IN THE HOUSE OF

COMMONS ON 26th APRIL, 1955

* 1 am convinced that, for the well-being of our people and for the preservation of the
countryside, we have a clear duty to do all we can to prevent the further unrestricted sprawl
of the great cities.

The Development Plans submitted by the local planning authorities for the Home
Counties provide for & Green Belt, some 7 to 10 miles , &ll around the built-up area
of Greater London. Apart from some limited ro of existing small towns and
villages, no further urban expansion is to be allowed within this belt.

These il strictly adhered to, should prove most effective. For this the
authorities Home Counties deserve much credit.

In other parts of the country, certain planning authorities are endeavouring, by
umnmﬁﬂm.mmmmw%uhm:mmmwmm.
But [ regret that nowhere has any formal Green uplbm‘ptu;ﬁud. 1 am accordingly
asking all planning suthorities concerned to give this matter consideration, with a
view 1o submitting to me proposals for the creation of clearly defined Green Belts, wherever
this is appropriate.

However, 1 do not intend on this account to hold up my B:ggmn! of Development
w_mﬂr before me. Additional provisions for Green can be incorporaled
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Circular No. 50/57

MINISTRY OF ITOUSING & LOCAL GOVERNMENT
WHITEHALL, LONDON, 5.W.1

19¢h September, 1957

SIR,
GREEN BELTS

1. 1 am directed by the Minister of Housing and Local Government to refer to
Circular No. 42/55 about Green Bells.

2. A oumber of sketch plans bave been received and considered, and the authoritiss
can oow proceed with formal proposals for the alleralion of their Development Plans.
This circular gives advice on the form of the submission.

Boundaries of Green Belty

3. The one-inch County Map will show the whole area of Green Belt falling within
the County, apart from any areas covered by Town Maps. On the cuter edges of a
Green Belt it should be possible o choose a suitable boundary along roads, strzams, belts
of trees. or other features which can be readily recognised on the ground and which
appear on the onc-inch base map.

4. On an nner boundary, however, where the edge of the notation will mark
a longterm boundary for development, treatment at a larger scale will be necsssary.
Where such boundaries [all in Town Map areas no difficulty of scale will arise ; but where
they do not. authorities are advised to adopt the |:25000 (approximately 2!%) scale,
sccking the Minister's permission under Regulation 3 (2) of the Development Plan
Regulations, 1948, for the submission of a section of the County Map at the larger scale.
This larger scale inset is still legully part of the one-inch County Map and should show
no more detail than is normally shown oo that map.

5. The definition of a long-lerm boundury for development may involve detailed
adjusiments (¢ither inwards or outwards) in the boundary of the arca already all-cated
on & Town Map. Where land allocations are to be deleted or additional land allocated
for development within the Plan period, the adjustments can be included in the same
submission as the Green Belt proposals.

6. There may be some pockets of land. botween the town and the Green Belr,
which are not to be developed within the present Plan perind hut which could he
developed later without prejudice to the Green Belt. Tt would be mislead'ng to allocute
such areas now, but 1o inchide them in the Green Belt fur the 1ime being mipht pive
rise to difficultics and vnd:rmine public confulence in the Green Belt a1 o later date if
it were then decided o allueaic the land for development.  Such areas may well be left
as pockets of " white ™ land. They are then bound 1w be especially attructive te developers
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and it will be desirable to sct vut in the Written Statcment the authority’s policy for such
arcas in order 10 make it clear that they are not available for development at the present
lime.
Existing setflcments

7. Where il is proposed to allow no new huﬂding at all, the Green Belt nul:uiun
can be simply carried across the scillement, Where it is proposed to allow ™ intilling ™
but no exicasion of a s:l.'l.ll:ml:nl‘ and the form of the present sctilement is such that it is
clear what * infilling ™ would imply, the Green Belt notation can similarly be carmied
across the scttiement. These scttlemcnts, however, will nced to be lisied in the Writlen
Statement in order Lo distinguish them from the first calcgory.

8. The nccd to map the limits for development of a settlement is likely to arise
only where the Juthority propose to allow some limited measure of expansion, or where
the existing development is scatiered and the authority consider it mecessary to show m
the Plan their precise intentions, e.g. to permit the closing ol some gaps by “infilling ™
but not others. In such cases a County Map inset on the 1:23000 {(approximately 247)

ale will normally be necded.

otation

9. The notation suggested for County Maps in revised (Circular No. %2) nolation
is an edging and open horizontal haiching with the initials GB where necessary. For
County Maps in the {ull colour (Circular No. 59) notation an edging and open horizontal
hatching in Green (2) is suggested.

Wrilten Statements
10. The Writlten Statement forming part of the proposals for the alteraiion of the
Development Plan should state :—
(@) The reason for defining the Green Belt
(b) The kinds of development which the Council would be prepared to approve
in 1the Green Belt. It will normally be appropriate for this statement 1o
refer only to the calegories of development listed in paragraph 5 of Circular
MNo. 42/55, and to make no reclerence o the posuibility of allowing other
devclopment in exceplional circumstances. These other exceptional cases
would thus become proposals for development pot in accord with the
Development Plan and so be treated in accordance with the normal
procedure in such cases.

{c) The Councils intcntions for developmenL contrel in any border areas of
“ white ™ land of the kind referred to in paragraph 6 above.

{d) The Council’s intentions for development control in seftlements where they
are proposing 1o allow infilling or expansion.
Authorities may also care 10 include a reference 1o the special aunention which will
be paid to visual amenity when they consider proposals for devclopment which will be
in the Green Belt or conspicuous from iL,

11. Most Green Delis will lic in the arcas of more than one planning awhority. It
will clearly be desirable in such cases to secure a consistent development control policy
over the whole Green Delt, and authorities will wish to consuly with the other authoritics
concerned Lo secure such a policy. Specimen [orms of words are set out in the App:mdix
Iscl this Circular in order to provide a basis for co-operation in the drafting of Written

Lalemenis.

2
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Roral Arcas penerally
12. It is important that the specially strict amirol in the Green Belis {(and in the
areas of Limdseape value) should pot result in permission being piven  elsewhere for
development which is inappropriate or detrimental o the oountryside.
I am, Sir.
Your obedient Servant.
J. H. STREET,

Under Secretary.
The Clerk of the Council.

Local Planwing Anthorities
Coumy Distreci Connieils (Jor information)
England and Wales

(1220/3/413)

Hats: o Wake awl Monmowmbibie easromndeation by regaed his Chrewlar should ba ki
m.#mumrumﬂu-ﬂ;:—l Lnnilm E-lll:l':l Perh, Candil. T A

Appeodix to Clrcular No. 50/57.
SUGGESTED DRAFT PARAGRAPHS FOR WRITTEN STATEMENT

{s} Reason for the Green Bell
I. It is considered that any substantial expansion of the buil: up*area of.......ooveveennns

wxnranssmsaransresnssrensrabaranssansressrarssenesanenes-SN0UNd be checked. Land adjoining this area has
therefore been defined in the Developmen:t Plan as 3 Gresa Belt in which new development
will be severely restricted.

OR L It is confidered essential to preserve the open character of the land between the

townsurORR AFEEE OF. ... ccniimamrmanmnemnrnrnraonsanissnmsninasns § urisssioeysssmnsbnnpanssmeiginsssrarasg OO

R T SIS e e s ¢ :::w.m these communities from merging into one another,
Land between these towns/arcas has therefore been defined in the Development Plan as 2 Green
Belt in which new developmeni will be severely resincied.

oR 1. Tt is considered that the 5f¢n=1 CNERET B i i e i A f
would be prejudiced by further development immediately around the town. Land arourd
the town has therefore been defined n the Development Plan as a Green Belt in which new
development will be severely restriced.

OR (for use by a County Borough)

4. It is proposed that a Green Belt be established around..........cocviiiiiiiiiiniinsiiiiaccins
TORIWEER.. oo csssasanssnnenssrmsnmnssnsnnussas @Msiciiiiorsisisssnsnssisnnsmnsarensyiirinnes t of the
proposed Green Beli lies within the Couniy Borough boundary, and this land is defined in the
Development Plan as an arca of Green Belt in which mew developomwent will be severcly
restricted.

(b} Types ol development which will be allowed In the Green Deli

The purposes for which buoilding {and the change of ure of exisling l:uil':.lin;i;,'p will be
permittcd in the Green lch are agriculture and forestry, sporl, comneteries, institulions
sanding in large grounds, or other uses appropriite to a rural arca.

3
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{z}) Development in “ whife™ arras belween the Green Bell und the sremn allecaiced for
developrend im the Plaun

In order 1o Leéep amendment of the Green el boundaries o 2 mininem e inner
buoamakiry of Uhe Bt bas boen abolinal o keave maslbwiated eortain arcas of Lol beiween the
Grevin Bl and the development proparals in the Plan ;. these areos may laer be allcated
o owel demands Tor developmicnt Bevond the present perwod of the flan. AMeanwbile the
authority I\t'ill permit only sech development there as would be appropriate in the neighbuuring
Green liel

{d) Develapment in cxisting seitfements wilhin the Green Belt
Of the setilemenis which lie within the Green Bell, it is intended that same slicht expansion

m“ ht m“‘:ﬂ ‘t‘-ll--l +E+E EFaEddn FE ki EMRETTAR S AN R PR R B P RR AR R AR md L T T T

- and the limilzs within which development in those setilemwats will be
alowed arc shown on insels to the Couniy Map. It is proposed 1o permit only a limited

armount of InMIMINE M. craniinrinsenmantsntnnnmnarmnsnssnsannnnnsnins B cnnsssssnssmsmsmrste s rrrerrressre e

A R i and no linvts of ﬂl'l."ﬂlnfll'ﬂn.nl. have therefore been shown in these cases.
“o now industrial building will be permitied in any of the seitlcnrznis in the Groen Dell

) Development detrimenial (o the visual amenitics of the Green Beli

Care will be taken to ensure that the viswal anwnities of the Green Belt will not be injured
by proposals for development within or compicuous from the Green Belt which. althoush they
wn.udld not prejudice its main purpose, might be inappropriate by reason of their siting. materials,
or design.

iy Crown Copynight 1984
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Clrealar Ji R

Cirewlar from the

Deparmment af the Environment
2 Marsham Street, London 5W | P 3EB

Al

4 July 1984
Gireen Belis

l. The Govenmen conlinues io atach grest importancy m&mﬂd&
which have a byoad amd ree planning roie in chicking the urresiric
sprawl al baiik-up areas, H@mﬂiqﬂtﬂﬂﬂ ! courdryside fnom Furlher
tnl‘m:ntl'fmm. Are] assising in urhan wdnnll rugimcmmgrllx
] | rEsIm pie SAIns NApOEGrEace deve i withun
M!&&wmtmﬁﬁg l_q-p:ubpm'ﬁ urg_mn Edt 2 ¥ and ﬁ“ﬂuﬂh;
e oo rnhuu sef gul iB Minsiry TS
Gmtnrsml Caroabar 42055, I =

L Btmuciure plans kave now Been & el fiar momst parts ol the country and
thes identify the broad sreas -:d"ihe{:!requ Bt Ml.itu:li'.ﬂmq.n el boundaries
tre now being defined in local plans and in many cases these are based on Creen
Belt areas defined in caslier developmest plns el grne t the
inerodhiction of structere and bocal plans, Thes Fu'nw.'l.'l.-:i kocal plan prepasatan
15 eontinanig and this circular includes advace an (e defindtion of detaibed
Gireen Beli bownidarsss in lecal plans

A The easentind chamcieristes of Green Belts is dheir pessaanence and their
gmmlmmun be maininined as far as can be s2em ahend. I fofkows from s
Al
{a) Oaie the general exient of & Cireen Belt has been i & parl of
e straciure plan for &n ane @ should be aliered ondy in exceptional
carcumaances. 17 such an alteration is proposed e Secretary of Stare will
wisl b0 be satzbed thar the auilbanty has considered opporiunitiss for
development within 1k urban acis contained hy and beyond the Cirees

By, Simiasty, demied Green Bell bsundaries m adopied locad
pllasi pm?ﬂh apgaved developmeni plans showld e ahgred onby
e Oy,

i) Where detsled Green Beli bowndaries have not vt been defined in
cartier appraved developement plons of fnoadopted docal plimsfor
exampde, where sppeoved stnacture plams have exbendded the gres of the
Gireen Belt 10 include areas previcesly relered 10 g3 “intenm™ Greeen
Belr—i1 is necessary 102stahlish boundaries that will emture, [1 is especially
impariant that these boundares of Green Befts should be carefully drawn
50 &5 D08 10 enclude land which i is uenecessary 1o keep permanendy open
for the porpose of the Gireen Bell Olberwise 1hers = 3 rise thar
encreachment on H:nl}mﬁtllrr?yhammbnlﬂanﬂinwdﬂm
accommindate fiiture developrent. If Green Bell bousdaries are drawn
excessively LEhiy arcund esesting Huili-up arces if may a0t be posshble 1o
maimitakn the d ol permanence that Cireen Beles shouid havwe, This
woidd devalue the comept of the Green Beli and aiso reduce 1Be vabse of
mﬂﬂu i making propes provion for necessary. development o the
[ =
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Cirewdar Mo, 42/59

MINISTRY OF HOUSING AND LOCAL GOVEENMENT
WHITEHALL, LONDON, 5.W.1
Ird Augpurr, 1055
GREEN BELTS

1, Fuhu.iug_:pnn. his stitement in ihe I'lmut af Commens on Apil 26th bosd lcopy
acstachedy, 1 am directed by the Miniser of Hnﬂ.!a.:#ﬁud Liscml ment by draw your
astention te ke imporience of checking the wneestricied spawl of the built-up sreas, and
of wafrguanding the sprroinding countryside sgainst further escroschment.

1 Heis satisBed that 1he only really effective way to achlivs this odgect is by the formad
demgnation of dearly dtfindd Gpbta Bells around the dres conmcermed.

1. The Miinister sooordingly recommends Planning Authoritss fo conuider establishing
u Grweny; Bell wherewer thes = Ble in order:

) focheck 1he Further growth ol a lacge Bl ares;
&} 1o prevent nsighbouring towens frosn merging into ooe another; or
{e] to presmrve the special charnoler of o Town.

4, ‘Wherever praciicable, s Green Belt aheuld be seversl miles wid o
apprecisble reral zons 8l round the hull-up krea concermid. N

5, Ingide & Cresa Balt, #pproval should not be pven, ¢ im spects| Sircmsisnces
for the construction of new buildings or far the chan o w_'?mmug buildings far
parpedes otker then agriculture, sporl, cemeleries, instito stunding ln exlepsive groands,
of othss uss approprate ta @ rural area,

£ Apari from & strictly limited amownt of * iofiling ™ or ™ rounding off * (within
baundares o be defined in Tawn BMaps) existing towns and villages inkide & Goeen Helt
should oot be sllowed o expasd further, Ewven withia the urbas artas thus defined, BVETY
efort should be made to prevesd any furiber bailding for industrial or commereinl perposes;
minee thas, o alfowed, would lead 1o 8 domasd For more labour, which in turn would creats
& need for the developenent of sdditional lind for howting.

1. A Flmning Authorily which wiskes Io siahlish 3 Green Belt 5 8 area shaold, afier
consulting any naghbowing Planning Authority slfected, subsait 1o the Minduer, 88 soom
B ﬁ:u“"ﬂ:m L ol “‘ﬂ.m" Eind '-h-:"“fu - hak

ie Y & ni; i
mlarmaily with s Minisiey lhlmp}'huugh its w&mmﬁ :;Mfm

B In due course, n detailed wwrvey will be nesded 1o defing precisely the i
ﬂnﬁmﬂnﬁﬂﬁluﬁr‘uﬂh&h,# ;.:Ilu ﬁchhu:nnd.h:'ru ulmmﬂh;.f:hﬁ:

Thereafter, these partica ta scorporied na prstndmen
Development Flan. = o . > e

|29



fumex to Chrooler Mo. 4355

ETATEMENT BY THE RT. BON. DIUNCAN EANDYS, MLP., MINISTER
OF HOUSING AND LOCAL GOVERMMENT, IN THE HOUSE OF
COMMONT ON Ith AFEI. 1955

other parts of the couniry, cinain plianieg sutherities arc
. A oo H ri llh-h:rmn'h'_ by
m:;.&um_m“uuummm &5 yai been . 1 am nocondmgly
mithorie soncerned Lo give tha malter comtiderntion, with &
nmﬂnmpwhlhmmnddudrm Creen Helos, aiermer

.
Hooever, | do nol intend oa k#y socount to hold up my roval ol Development
Plans sirmdy before me. Additional provisions for Cireen Bfmumﬂmﬂ
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Clrcular Me. 5057

MINISTRY OF HOUSING & LOCAL GOVERNMENT
WHITEHALL, LONDON, 5.W.1

19¢h Sepieinber, | 957

Sia.
GREEN BELTS

1. | mm diresied by the Minigter of Housisg aed Loml Qovenment to refer o
Chreulder Mo, 4233 about Greea Helis

L A member of skeich plans bave been received end considercd, and ke authoritizs
oan pow proceed with formal propesak for the zlizration of ik Develapment Plangs,
This circular gives advice on the [orm of the submissics,

Dopndaries of Green Belts

3, The cacinck County Map will show the whale area of Greeen Belr falling withis
the County, spant from 3any areos covered by Toun Maps. On the owier edges of »
Gireen Belt it showld be poznble to chooss a suitable beurdary along roads. sirzams, belts
af tress, or olber fzatured which can be readily fecognised oo 186 groomd mod which
sppeat om the onc-inch baie map.

4. On s inser bousdary, howewer, where the edge of the eoiation will mark
& long-erm boundary for development, mearment g1 8 larger scale will be mecsuary,
Where such boundaries fall in Town Mop oreds no difficudty of scale will arie ; bet where
they da nat, awbarited are sdwvised o adopt the | 23000 (approximatsly 2170 scale,
sceking the Mimister's permestion under Regulatiem ¥ (3¢ of the Devclopmant Plan
Hegulations, 1848, for the submidtion of o secipan of the Coondw Biap at the lorger seale.
This larger seabe insct is 9ill Jegally part of the one.inch County Msp and shauld thaow
oo more defnil then it ormelly thowm on kel Sap

5. The definitica of a long-term boundary for developmésl may involve decsiled
adfusiments (Gilher inwards or owswardd) in the Brandary af the arca dready silmcaled
an & Town Hil:ln. Whise land alloeatisdd afe 16 B debieed oF addaiotal land sllocsicd
for dﬂ'ﬂllﬂ:l‘ﬂfll withim the Plan Prl"iﬂ. the adjisiments can be included B (ke d3me
tubsitzion as tho Green Bell proposali.

& There may b some pockebt of land., betwten fhe town el the Geeen Belr,
which are nod B be developed wobin ibs préscnd Plan peried bl which could be
developed luter withaut prcjudics 1o b Green fel N weuld b micsled'ng o allocite
wach afeas now, b o ichale tiem i ike Goen Belt fee the Lime Befie might pive
ride la diflicultive nd ueelopming public conlidiece in the Green el 21 5 loeer duse df
iv were then decedal 19 nflecyie ke Bind for development. Sech ares may well e ket
an pockets of = white ™ kiml They are ihen buumd i be especmlly altfacimg W developers
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prd (1 will be desiralée i0 et out In dbe Willlen Sstcment the authariiy's policy for aech
srest in amfer o make 0 cleor (ki they aro net gwaiteble for dovwclopmaonl 3 the present

rime

Exfafing selibcmarnls

7. Whare il i3 propessd 10 allew Ao ngw butkling at all, ihe Geesn Helr nolxian
cam be simply eatried sermss the selilemenl, Whete ¥ 0 propessd o sy ™ indlllng ™
bial w0 oxienieon of a seitiement, and the fore of the present sedilement iz such thar i is
elenr what “mblling™ would inpéy, the Grogn Beld notation can sinilody be  comied
asoross the sotlement. These sstibements, however, will neod to be Iisied & 1Be Wirasen
Stgiemant. in onler to distingish ikem (roem she s cacgory.

B. The mecd 1o map the [mdis for development of o seolement s likd}- bis  aree
anly where the Jutharity propose bo 2lbow some lmided measmre of expansio=, or where
the existing dewslopmond it scaitersad and ihe ambority comSuder it pecestary to chow in
the Flan their prechss intemdsond, &g 1o permit the closing of some gaps by “infillisg ™
but not oilers.  In such coses w Coumy Map imsel on ke | 25000 (approximately 3473
srale will normadly be nesdad.

Iwaiinbiom

%, The notation suggested for Coumly Maps in revised {Circular Mo, 321 nolagron
i nn edging and open horizowtal baichimg with ike [oimiabls GB where necsssany,  For
Cownty Maps in ihe fall colowr [Circalar Mo 59) nowton an edging and open horizoasal
haiching in Greon {2} is suggessed,

Writhen Stalemenra
10, The Weitken Sesdemesy [ormimg pard of LBe proposals for ibe altemtion aof 1be
Developmest Flan thould siag 1 —
(o) The reasoa for defning iths Greeg Bele
(&) The kieds of development which the Council would be prepared to appeove
in the Green Belt [t =il nocmaily be appropriate [or this siatemen) Lo
refer only o the catégories of development Bsied @ pargruph 5 of Circular
Mg 42155, snd to make no reference 0 the possllily of allewag ather
development bn euceplionsl circumsiamess.  These other excoptional ciscs
would shus Becoms proposals for deselopmest oot in oaccord wilh  he
Develapment Plan sad  w be treated in acegrdanc: with thé  noasnal
proceduee in mch cases,
el mhl‘.'nuril'l miensons for development conirel e any bosder aress af
= white " Iand of 1bs kisad relersed bo in paragraph & above
{d) The Council's intentions for development soawol i sellements where shey
e proposing 1o nllow inflling or ¢x panson.
e p::]ndﬁnruu r:uu:r nh:rm:: [ ::;:l-l.hk a relérence o ihe spectal anention which wili
lo wiswal amnscniey when they consider pro Is for developmens whith wi
‘a the Jaeen Delf or conspicooay frofm it et il

_ 11, Mast Gress Belss widl lie in the seeng of move ihan ose plzariig awbocity, T
will clearly be Jedimble in such cuses s wecuse s comsistent developmend control palicy
over the whale Cireen B, and awtharities will wish to comsedt with the o1her authoricies
contemed 10 secore such 4 policy.  Spevimen formst of words aro sol oul in 1he A pperelic
l;_‘ﬂ:u Circalar In arder 10 provide a basis for ce-oporation in the dsafiag of Wriicn

EEMENLS.

1
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Re=ml Arem poacrsliy

1L In i@ dnspeeimad chor ike speeinlly seret oontrl i ke Groen BeBe {and i the
orexs of [omilscape snjeel shisold sor eesmlt in permessiva bweing piven slsewhere  lor
develspment which & inappmspriate or detrmmaontal & the onunirysile.

1 am, Sir.
Yaour obedient Servand,
J. H. STRELCT,
Under Sctactary.

The Clerk ol (ke Council
Local Plareing Amifrosirics
Cosnry Districi Cawncile ifor brlormaticn)
Enplong aral Wafes

(9LZ20/3/4 5}

Lt T L R L, TR B i e vt Gk

Appiodix b0 Circular Mo, 5857,
FUGGESTED DRAFT PARAGRAFPHS FOR WRITTEN STATEMENT

fu) Heasan fer the Green Beli

I Ii iy coamidored thel aoy subsianiis] expasgion af (b Boili up'ares ol .
....................................... AAhpudd be chegked, Land adicining chis ares EBas
mﬂumnﬂnﬂmmmwrlnu;ﬂ:mimi.mhmdwﬂgmm
will be sevierely restriciod.
OB L I i considercd assentdal to preserve the open chaeacier af the [agd betwees the

tomru furban weens of S T i L AL veney il

................................ . amd in i fhess Sommunities from merging inte omn snether
Land betweorn iBese temnalarcay has therefore bees delined in the Developrnest Plan m g Cireea
Belt in whith new development will be severely resieneted.

ar 3. It & concidered ithat dhe special ehsraser all ...
woeld be prejudiced Tahey development immediascly arousd ‘the tawa, [;pd arsard
the Ensdén Bas thereiore delined in the Develepenena Plan ap 2 Green Bels jn which new
develapmen il be severely (edlsicicd,

O ifar we by a County Borough)
& It pioperisd thatl 2 Green Beli be mishlished orowsd

a'hl'mr:n.-. et s e i i M s e s ey i e .l|_
E:rg:ﬂd n Beln fes wathen ke Counsy Bmugu Baundary, and thiy Jznd o ;;ﬂ-jﬂ 5
I'J-l-ﬂl‘l w area gf e Delt o whsh mow dovelopnienr will be m.:fﬁ_-,-

&) Typen of develapment which will ke allvwed Ia the Gresn Beli

The purpedcy foe whicly buildnp (aed the change of use of evisiin Benbkfingr} will be
permatic] in Ihe Oreen Jkelt oare zprecolioee snd Torsvisy,  sporl, mlﬁrltrm. ARl LR
pandmng in large proundd, of ether wwey spprepriate 8o a rural arca;

3
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ANNEXE 11

MHLG BOOKLET — THE GREEN BELTS
1962
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Introduction

Pl i @ green belt !

A green belr is an area of land, near to and sometimes
surrounding a town, which i kept apen by perm-
anent and severe restriction on boilding. The form
it takes depends on the purposes it &g intended
serve. [f it 18 wanted to prevent two near-by towns
from joining up, all that is necessary % o sufficiently
wide belt of open country between them, leaving the
towns free to cxpand inather directions, More often,
the purpose i o limit the expansen of 3 town and a
virtually continuons beleall round 1 will be peeded

There are also some groups of wwns which are
pending to merge into one sobid urban mass, In such
i case the green bel ke partly o seres of bulfers of
open land between the towns and partly a belt
armund the whole groap.

The weed for grave belts

The idea of 4 belt of open land arcund gowns goes
back m apcient times. Much of this land was used
for growing feod for the wwnspeaple or pasturing
their cattle but some of it provided spoce for ree-
reation, for fairs and fights, sperts and games and
public nccasions, This open belt served a5 a barrier
against the spread of disease and as an expased area
which an attacking eoemy would have to cs o
reach the ciry walle. Modern transport now brings
food 1o the city from far aficld and permits the
citizen o poam widely for his mecreation. Modern
medicing and madern housing have aken the terror
froam infecrions disesses and walls have long been
wseless as delences. Then why should aor the cty be
atlowed m grow unchecked ?

The answer 1= that some towns are aleeady fas too
big for the comfort or the plessure of the Gzens,
while others tend to merge with one ancther and
need to be prevented from doing 6. Many towns
have expanded rapidly during the fast hundeed vears
and parnculorly sinee the advene of motor traffic.
Some have cealesced with others to form huge con-
urbations where building scems endbess and she
b ndary herween different communities has becorme
nir moee than o line ona map, Mg rosds have been

limed with houses on both sdes, to the derriment of
traffic, end the distinction between town and counery
has become blurred. All these are the conscquences
af sprawl, which it is the primary purpose of 3 green
belt ve prevens.

The secondary purpose is perhaps better undee-
stocd and appreciated. [vis m provide the townsman
with the apportunity to escape from the noiss, con-
gestion and strain of city life and to seck recreation
mn the epuntryside. Sometimes he may want to take
It I ofganized games or sparts oF to PUTSLE some
sebentific or artistic study or mterest. More often he
&5 content Just o ramble or mde with no other object
than to enjoy the soenéry, fresh mr and sunshine.

Wihere i o green helt requived?

By no means all towns need a green belt. In many
cagts there is ne good reason o chock their expansion
i1 1 shape them in any partcular fashion. In the
normeal way, plainning authoeitics have adequate
powers to contral the growth of twwns while msin-
mining a shasp distinction  between wwn and
CouUntry.

Mr. Duncan Sandvs, who was then the Ministes
of Housing and Local Government, lisoed thres
reasons for the establishment of 2 green belt when
he addressed a cireular to local suthorities on 3ed
Aupust, 1555, These three rezsons wers:

(a3 to check the growth of a-large built-ug acea;

{4 to prevent neighbouring rowns from merzing
into une another; ar

i} te preseeve the special characrer of 4 town.

His suceessor, Mr. Henry Brooke, emphasized the

permancat nature of green befts and the limied
circumstances where they are applicable when, on
sth [oby, rgho, he suid;
"Whe right principles ave that a greem belt thould be
eitailiehed only mhere there & a eledr veed 1o comtam
e evotek of m feew wirkin fmils okick con e B fned
ar the tamee ; andl the limts o the delt should be rarefully
drean o af wod to aneludy oad wiicd i d HORECERATY
(o keep permonently spen for the prorpose of the green
belr'.
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The Origins of Green Belts

The frst known atiempt in this country trestablish
a green belt was a roval proclamation of Clueen
Elizaheth [ in 1580, forbidding any new bokling an
4 new gite within three mibes of the. city gates of
Loadon, The purposes were stated to be 1o ensure
an zbundance of cheap food and t0 mitgare the
clects of an outheesk of plague, A similar proclama-
tion wes maide by James [ and in 1657 the Commione
wiealth Parliament passed an Act o limit the amaunt
of building within ren miles of London by requiring
rew Rouses to have at Jeast 4 acres of Jand

Mo more legiskuve acton was taken until the
present century, though several sugpestions wers
made for limiong che growth of the metrepelis
and cstablishing a bele of open country m be used
either for apriculture or recreation,

The Greater London Regronal Planmng Comvuties

In the 1g20" the need to limit the spread of Lomdon
became once more the concern of government
Electric power had freed many indusines (oom
hawing ro be on the coalficlds and they were attracted
1o the bupe consumer marker of London whach, at
thit same time, provided skilled amd versatile work-
people and 3 good distribuson centre. Unemplov-
ment in the indusipial nofth and 0 South Wales
st poany journeying o Lendon o work i the new
fight industries springing up in ond arcund the
capital, The populstion meressed repidly and the
ever-cxpanding transport services enabled people o
live further and further frim their place of work.
Something had to be done. 5o n 1g2g Me. Neville
Chamberbain, whe was then the Miniseer of Healeh,
set up the Greater Lomdon Regional Planning
Committee, Tn addressing the first meeting of the
Committee he asked them, amongst ether things, m
cordder whether London shoubd e pretsdded wilh
sowmeihing which mupht e colled wn agrecstiveal belr,
a5 has aften beew gpestsd, so tkar i wowld farni @
drviding ne betmeen Grearer Lendaw ag 3 45 arad fie
satifites ov freck devedopmenss ghar vk tebe plice
aF & gregter destamer.

Aban {:n[l]:' staje an the Commatees's deliberations

]

their technical adviser, Sir Baymond Unwin, -
pressed on them the orgent need to reserve land for
the recreation of Londoners. There were far too few
playving fields wathin reach of the badlt-up area, smi-
able land was rapidly being taken for building and
the additienal population tereased the demand,
Instead ol an agriculteral belt, he supgested a girdle
of open space o provide a reserve Tor the deficiency
of plaving fields near 1w the centre, He urged thart
huilding beyond thes girdle showuld be plinned
ngainst o background of open space instead of plan-
ning open space appimst @ backgrodnd of walimited
boilding land, a5 current legisketion  compelied
(Fig. 1}

Tihe Gireen Belt Ave of rop8

The econemic crisis of the lae twentics and the
carly thirties stopped for the moment sny effective
acnon 1 reahiee Londons green belr, bt i bazely
checked the growth of Greater London. In the lae
thirtics the rate of building ruse w oa peak and
‘development” engulfed whole towns and villapes.
Bome of the Home Counties kad aleeady acquirsd
Tand to prevent the speead of building buor it was the
Londen County Council who, at the reguest of the
Regional Planning Commirmes, took the initarive
towards realizing Unwin’s ‘geeen girdle’. In 1935
they pur forward a scheme (which owed much T
Lord Morrison of Lambeth) ‘to provide & reserve
supply of public open spaces and of recreational
areas and to establish a green belt or mirdle of open
space lands, not secessanly coptinepus, but as
readily accessibde from the completely wrbanized
area of London ws pracricable’, The Council affered
grants to the Councils of the Home Counties and
other Iecsl authorities towards the cost of sequinmg
or preserving band for inclusion i this preen girdle.

Within o few months arrangements had been made
i acipuire or preserve ahout 18,000 sores hot i was
sunn found that the existing powers of the authori-
ties coneerned had o be supplemented, A Bill was
presented tooallow land o be acguired by apreement
nrdecizred 1o be part ol thee Ereen belt, and 1o pruuiﬂi&
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that mo such land should be seld or built upon
without the consent of the responsible Minister and
of the coptributing suthorities. In due course this
Bill became the Green Belt {London and Home
Counries) Act, rgzi. Altopether, up o the presene,
about 35,500 acres have been kept open by means of
the London County Couneil’s scheme and the 1g38
A,

Thy Greater London Plan, 104

[ 1944 Professor Sir Patnck Abercrombie com-
plesed on advisary plan for Grester London which
he hasd been invitesd to prepare by the Arst Minister
of Town ond Couptry Planning.  Absrcrombic
dhiscerned in the zpp:lrmﬂr smorphous spraw] of
London faipt indications of a structurs of consentric
rings and wpon this he based his plan (Fig. 2} The
main pml:lIE:rn was the relief of comgestion n the
crowded ‘inner ring’ which he proposed shold be
chiefly met by the bubfing of new towns and the
expansion of existing towns in the fourth or “suter
country ring’, Hetween these lay the “suburban ring’
which was to remmain wirteally static, and outsade i,
the ‘green belt ring”, This kst be described as 3 “zone
with sufficient openness o have enabled attempes to
be made to create & green belt, o zone in which the
communities still mantzinsome semblancs of distanct
individuality’. Abercrombie proposed thas, with
certain exceptions for imporant manufactonng
centres and immediate post-war housing, the ex-
pansian of existing communities should be sericly
[imated and ne new centres established,

He sow it in much the same lght a5 ded the Seott
Commitiee on Land Utilizston in Rural Areas
which reported in 142, that 15 0o say a5 a belt of
open land girdling the built-up aves i which in the
main the normal rural and other activities appro-
preste to the district would coptinue undisturbed.
Abercrombie propesed 1 helt of country ahone 3
mibes deep with some wedges of open space penetrat-
ing the built-up aren. Much of this land was
privetely owned and wsed for farming but mese of
that which had been beughe umder the 118 Act apd
ather publicly owned apen spaces were mncheded.

The specihic propesals for s green belt were s
out on the maps aached m Abercrombie’s plan,
They were considered in detarl by all the authorines
comesrned and alter amendment were embodied in

the developmen: plans of the local planning
authorities, In the process the bele was widened m
berween G and 1o miles.

The Town and Comsiry Plarsing Ael, 1agr

London was oot the only city in the connmy o con=
sider the provision of a preen belt. Birmingham,
Leods and Sheffeld had before the war acguired
large sreas of land for the purposs or had agreed
with the cwnees thar theer land should be kept open,
But these methods were expensive and 5t was not
until the Town and Country Planning Act of 1045
came b foroe that the establishment of green beles
around the major cities was really possble.

Uniler this Act any development of land required
permizsion; sobweal planning snthonities no fonger
needed o buy land to keep 1t open, they could
simply refuee permission for it to be developed, Any
resulting compensation was payable by the Govern-
ment, so green belts could be established without
fear of heavy compensation flling on local funds.
Although the finoncal bass of the Act has since
hean amictded these p:ri.n:i.'p]nu have been main-
eained. Millions of pounds have been spent by the
Government o4 eompenanon and lange areas
arcund Londen and ather great conurhatipng, which
by now would ctherwise have been swallowed up,
have heen 'Lq'ﬂ 5 ST LRty

Crrsent bells im the provimees

Until the muddle 1g50's the only fermal progosal
for am encircling green belt was that for Loadon. Om
z6ith Apeil, 1935, the then Minister of Housing and
Lacal Government, Mr. Duncan Sandys, sid in ehe
Howse of Commons:

" wm comuinged that, for the weli-being of wur people
and for te freveroalion of the conmrrpsnde, mv hie g
elear duty o de all we caw to preoent The farther
suresiricted sprasl of the geeat cifres’.

He asked all focal authosities concerned w0 con-
sider the establishment of clearly defined geeen belis
where that wis desirable. Runce then, 1 good many
proposals have been submited for green belis in
England and Wales. Scme have been rejected as
inapprogriase, sone have been approved in principle
but nat 1 detail, soese have been Fully workied out
ard put o the 1est of 2 public lecal inquiny. Those
that have received af least appreval in principle ars
brietly described on pages z2-24 and shown diagram-
matically i Fig. 3.
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Restrictions on Building in a Green Belt

The object of mchediag land w8 green belr = o
keep it permancarly open, Consegquently there is 3
clear presumprion sgainst any new bulding and
against any new employment which might create 1
demand for more building.

It 15 very difficult 1o get permission to build in 4
green beli. Anyone who wants w0 do so must be
preparcd to show either that the bailding is required
for purposes appropriste 1o 3 green helr [eq. for
agriculture) or that there is seane special reason why
it should be allowed, despite the general presump-
tion to the contrary. A cottage which simply fills a
gap in an established village may well he permissihle
bt it i not to be assumed that further hoses will
be allowed on land adjoining any that already exis,
Mor 5 it enough oo show that the building will be
inconspicuous of will d0 a0 hirm on the particular
site, choagh these arguments cin feinforee o cass
which hes other merits. The green helt conception
implics no further building excepr where there = 3
pasitive srgument far allowing it.

Develsganent  which does mot intecfere with
the difiEn character of the land ey b= per-
miggible. Buddings for sport or  recreation,
hospizals and similar  institetions  standing  in
extengive groonds, cemeteries and munern] work-
g may be allowed. In such cases the decision
iz likely o twm on the need for the propedal as
aprainat any damape it will do o the rural appear-
ance af the land

Mg it is the ivention that & sreen belr shall have 3
riral characeee, sestrictions on building are somes
what similar to those applying to the ordinary
countryside which lies beyond®, The nwin differ-
ence 12 thar in the rural areas bevond the green belt
it may be necessary ar some time o allocate areas for
huilding which may be quite extensive. Within the
green belt the presumption is against any new
huilding at any time, subject only o such limited
exceptions ay are stated in the development plan, ot
a5 may be specially approved in acoordance with the
preceding paragraphs.

The Use of Land in a Green Belt

The inclusion of land in 2 green belt docs not give
the public 2oy rights of access which they would not
atherwise enjoy. Maost green beltz include woods and
Forests, dovwng and commions, Bkes and rivers, which
attuct people in boge numbers and are maintined
wholly or partly For public enprvment. Though
these ase oftén cxlensive areas, they are a small pare

of the green belr as a whale, mnost of which remains
privately owned and is predominantdy farmland,
Even chough the townsman has oo right of entry to
sweh land, it 1% nope the less precious o him for ies
nacural beauty and quict, which can be enjoyed from
cowntey lanes and public focepathst.

Some green belts contdin many fine country

* T palicy which the Minsster advisss for raral areas is see sat-in = pamphlet "Sew Howes i the Country' obtainablk

Iz froun the Il doibaritr.

T Comnty Couneale were raquired by the Mational Pasks and Acceis g0 the Countryside Act, Jqu.._mm;ﬂ.-m_-rr aaurvey of publ
wall shv

righrs-of-wuy. Finare editions of Ordnance 5

Muaps onoa seale ol s mch to 5 mile asd 125000
way wherever 15: imlormmtion & avadlable for che whals sheer.

w theae raghts-ad-
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estates and mansions. Some of these are sull privats
hawses while others are used for schoabs, ressarch
mstitutions, sinfl colleges, field stidy centres and
the like. Several of them are examples of great
architectiire and are populir plces for 2 week-end
visit. Planning auvthorities have porwers @0 prevent
the desolition of buildings of architectural ar his-
toric vahoe but those powers do not lelp against dry
ratand decay. The real problem of the preservation
of theze buildings &= to find an economic use for
them and thar as often as not inclodes the use of the
park, which nvay have been laid ourin the first place
by one of the great landscape architects of the 18th
cEnury.

There are, however, some sctivities which must
take place i the green belt snd are unsightly, st
feast for the tme being, The working of minerals 1
on example, Chalk, gravel and clay are needed fo
make the cement, conorets and bricks of new roads
and buildings and they can onfy be guarried where
they aceur in nature. The actual operation 15 fom-
porary, though i may be nedsy and inerasive, but
the main problem arises after the minerals have been

extracted. Worked-out gravel pits u the river valleys
become flosded and are sometimes too remote for
ceonomic fBlling with robble from the town, Some
of them remain desereed for many vears and often
wguite a scientific value from the rare plants thar
grivw there and the birds that make them their home.
Some have been adapred for sashing, fishing and
water sports of all kainds, for which there 5 an in-
creasing demand (Fig. 4). Others have been planted
with trees and stocked with wild fowl, Dy pits have
sometimes been fevelled and cultivated or they have
been Alled with rubbzh and then farmed ar used for
playing ficlds.

There are alao semi-uchan uses of land, sweh ag
those concerned with publee heulth, which are
necessary to & city and have o be provided in the
mmedately  surrounding countryside.  Although
thietr presence in the green belr i@ not ideal from the
point of view of its receeational value they need not
be unsighly. Reservoirs, indeed, cin be an aset to
the landscape and even a sewage disposal warks can
be assimifated by skilful plantng and land foemation

{Figs. gA and sH).
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Defining and Safeguarding a Green Belt

Thee sberch plan

The Brst steps in defiping a green belt are for the
focal planning authority to prepere o sketch phn
showing the beosd narure of the proposl and to
subimat 1t b the Mimster for approval, T the belr is
imtended o limit the expansion of a wwa, or group
of towns, the question that will arese 1 where s the
building o ke pleee which would mlberwise en-
croach an the green bell. In o few casen sufficsent
land can be ser aside within ar adjoining the buil-up
area, perhaps by reclaiming derelice land, Bub as
there s an increasing demand for meore space for all
kinds of urban purposes, it will ueually be necessary
t provide for balding o ake place beyond the
green belt. The width of the beit has, therefore, to be
considered, 1F it 5 tao marrow, bullding may jest
ledp the gap and make ir no more than an interrep-
tipn in the urban speawl. [F it is oo wide, (ke alter-
native locarions for building may nor be sufficientdy
atiracove and preasuis on the precn beltmay becams
BEVENE,

The cuter boundary of a green belo may with
advantage coincide with some exsily recognizable
ropopraphical feature, such as the crest of 3 line of
hills, & river valley or a mam renl, A boondary which
iz 50 dehned fnds more reasdy acesptanee from the
public than one which relies on & map for its
identification.

Procedure after the approval of o sbetck paw

When the skerch plan 15 opproved by the Mimster,
the local plaoning asthority must defne  the
boundaries of the green belt precisely. The proposal
iz then put forward a5 g formal amendment o the
d-:mlupm:nl '|'.h|u:r|.. A phag stage s Gt p‘u]llic
criticism and objection, and a pubhic ol mqury
15 macmally held. IF, as o resule, the Miister mtends
o modify the proposls, his amendments are also
apen to publi crincsm and inguiry. AR this takes
time and there may be more than one locl ploning

authenity concerned, so sevenal pears may pass be-
tween the approval of 2 sketch plan and the fnal
establishment of o green belt throwgh s incorpora-
100 i the relevant development plan or plans. To
salegoard the proposal during this interval, rhe
Minicter haz sshed local planning authositics o
apply a restrictive policy o building in the arcas
shown as green belt an the sketch plan. The nighes
of the individoal are Jefe o the Miniseer"s protection
where any particular issue is browght before him on
appeal.

The definition of a green belr in detail will raise
some  difficult guestions, pacticadarly concerning
land near the edge of 2 built-op area or on the fringes
of willages within the bele. Beeadly, i the kocal
planning authoricy intend rhat the land shall remain
permanenthy open, i will be iochided 1n the green
hefr. I not, it will be excluded. Bur rhey may nor
have been able to work out in detail their plan for
the development of & small wwn lying within the
ereen belt and may for the moment have contented
themselves with indicarimg that 2 Town Map® wall
be submithed later, Uniil this map is spproved by
the Mingster some uncertainty will persist about the
exact bounderies of the green belt rovnd the toen,
Also, the Lwal planning authority may not have
thomght i necesary or desirable oo define any pre-
cge fimits o the development of some villages [yimg
within the green belt, thoogh they would be ready
to egree t o small smount of buibkbing. Some
authorities have met this situation by showing an
the map thar these vilbges are included in the green
belt but explatmiog i the Wotten Statement of the
develogment plan the policy they will adopt when
applications are made for peemission to build.

Keepme w green belt open

When o green helt has been incowporated in the
development plan of a kecal planning suthonity, iris
thesr duty b6 carmy out the pobicy prescribed in the

and [ar deflerent vemes,
I3

* A Town Map” is part of 3 devidopment plan, [ & drann to s sa@leof 8% 19 ¢ mile gnl shows what lanid is allecatesd fer buildaag
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plan. Development plans are firm in peneral prin-
ciple but flexikle in desail; moreover they have o be
reviewed (thoogh not necewarily amended) ar least
once every five years. Flanning authorities ars bound
i have regard to their devebipment plans when they
make 1 decision on an appliction for permission o
baild, If in 50 doing they intend o depars from the
pian to 3 substantial exrent, they must frst nostify

London’s Green Belt

oy establinkrmens

The upproval in rgzy of the lase of the development
plang of the Home Counties made it prssible oo
speak of London’s green belt as a reality and no
longer ag an elusive ideal, It was the first 10 reach
that stage and ot 15 the largest, so it merits a full
description. Its establishment bad been wrged for
many years and it had been given form in the
Gireater Londom Plan of vgy4. But there was always
the danger that it would give way 1o the pressuce for
building. That danger would remaimn mo-day but for
thie teansfer of the Lability Fer compensanon from
the leeal planning anthoreees to the Government,
Also the building of new towns and the expansion
of existing towns beyond the green belt has cased
the pressure for the cutward expanaen of London,
It these things which make the green belt a reality,
Mo ph].-'::il:ﬂ Eh:l'lgts mwar Turther '|'.|.1§1|ii: awnership
of the land are necessanily implied

Froposed satemno

Since the green belt was established in tgsy pro-
posale for substantial estensdons have been put
forward, cither in the ferm of skerch plans or ss
amendments (o development plans. At the time of
writing, none of thess have been Gnally approved,
except for 2 small ares roond Aseot, thowgh the
Minister has announced his infention to approve an
exrenisien of the belr m Euuli.rlﬂiu.rmhin:, Thas and
acher proposals are shown on the map at the end of
the boak.

the Minister, whe has the power to intervens if he
thinks fit. These are necessary measures to preserve
flesibility in detail and ta provide for public debaee
on any substantizl amendment to 8 development
plan. They do not i.rtllad].' any wluring on the prin-
Eil:llt: of maintaining a green belt as open country,
u pringiple which has heen firmly wpheld by local
planning authorties and sucosssive Minesters,

Fis ropagraphy

London's green belt 35 by no means 3 topographic
entity anud derives its unity solely from the metropolis
which it surrcunds: Tr can, however, be considersd
in seven sectors, each of which has some coherence
and its own character and scenery.

The south-eastesn sector has the Darenth Valley
from Sevencaks to Dartford as its spine (Fig. 6). Ir
15 atnly chalk country with some charming wllages
and maguificent beech woods, Kent County Couneil
scquired Lullingstone Castle and nedghbouning lind
near Evnsford wnder the London County Council's
ro3s scheme [(sec page 2), while the National Trast
owns the historic Knole House (Fig: 7) south-eas
af Sevenoaks, Lond Stanhope has recently  be-
queathed o the pation his house and park ag
Chevening norh-west of the town,

The southern sector i& based on the searp of thie
Morth Downs which strerches from Sevencaks to
Guildford with the ancient trackway known as the
Pilgrom’s Way clinging v its face {Fig. 8). Both the
Dipwns and the greensond hills s the south afford
majmificent views over the Weald, while the occa-
ginnal white scar of o chalk gquarry gives a dramatie
gaality o the view af the Downs themselves when
seen from below, The scarg in Surrey and the Leith
Hill area to the sputh-west of Dorking (Fig. ) has
been dechared 0 be an "ares of puistanding natural
beauty” by the Marional Parks Cornmission. Much of
it 15 publichy owned amd visited by many thusands
of Londnners on & fine week-end. Nosth of the starp
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there i n substantial area of open coustry, mostly in
Kent, which 15 well-wooded, relatively remote and
inCeessible. T the west of this land building has
spread out Further and the green areas are frap-
mented, though what 15 left sometimes affords fine
views to the north over London, netsbly [rom
Banztzid and Epsom Downs, The gap oot in the
chalk by the Rever Male north of Dogking 15 partic-
plardy arcraceive and of special interest o geog-
raphers. It provides the setting for one of the mose
beantifisl srrerches of modern mud in the country
{Fiz. 10).

The seuth-western sector from Leatherhead and
Guildford northwards 1o the Thamses and 1o Sun-
ningdale has ne unifying topographical feature. It
15 relatively fat land drained by the rivers Wey and
Bole which in their meanderings owieds the
Thames afford many cpportunities for canoeing,

a5 Bookham, Wisley (Fig, 11), Ockbam, Esher and
Chobham, as well az Horsell Common, which H. .
Wells choee a3 the place where the Martans landed
in “The War of the Worlds’, There are soveral
couniry houses and parke associared with fimogs
people eithier a5 ococupants o aschitects and land-
seape architecrs, moluding Clhiremont, Exher, de-
signed by ‘Capabiliy” Brown for Lord Clive (Fig,
tz}, and Fainshill, one of the carliest of the great
thth-century landscaps gardens, Valoable green
wedpes thrust inwards o the Thames west of
Molesey and to the Kingston by-pass ar Hook, On
the ather hand the sscror & almost severed by 2
succession of towns along the main railway line 1o
Woking.

The western sector from Sunningdals to Gerrards
Crnag 18 the mast secionsly fragmented of all, Much
af it lies i the Nood plam of the Thames where the

* fishing and other water sports. It contains @ number  compenition for land 15 intense and where the green
fi of well-known and much frequented commaens, such belt serves mainly o prevent the coalescence of

mmm e

Fig. 20, The Daorking-Learkerkead raad from Box Hill
A wafuve stwdy proug e e foreproued
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Fir, vr. Wenley Comaon, Swervey, A foroemeite pamis place ' K ernerk Scamen
adjormag the Porioosath Rood
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Fig. r3. Rumnpmeds and West Middlesex fFoor the
Commommeaith Air Farvee Memsrial ar Cooper's Hril

neagh hiruring communities ar to protect high guality
farmland and nch gravel reserves. Major sources of
employment on the western oorskins of London,
meluding Slough and London Airpore, have created
demands for housing and for residential carsvan
sites, while lacge areas are taken up by gravel pirs
and the reservoirs of the Metropolitan Warter Board.
1o the right bank of the Thames near Runnymede
the Iand rises and the Commonwealth Ade Forees
Memorial a1 Cooper’s Hill affords a fine panorama
reaching from Windszor Casthe to the centre of Lon-
don (Fig. 13} ]mmur]:i.il;ri:,l to the west, Windso
Greaz Park provides an effective remnforcement toa
vather thin sector of the green belt, MNorth of Slough
on 4 series of gravel terraces bang in o bite out of the
Chafreen chalk there 15 some well-wooded countmy,
much of it secured by acguisition for public enjoy-
meat, incloding Barnham Beeches and Black Fark.
Here also ks Stoke Poges,

it

The spine of the north-western sectot is the valley
af the Rever Colne, Mowing from Watfoerd m Us-
brikge on its way o join the Thames, The land
hevemd & for the mast part Chiltern chalk dawn-
land, intersected by the vallevs of the Mishourne,
Chesz (Fig. 14} and Gade (Fig. r5). There are lew
good roads between these valleys and the narrow
portues lanes and occasional steep gradienes help to
maintain the remotencas of the area. A rongee of
develupment slong the ratlway from Rrckmanswarth
o Amersham mterropas the continuity of the green
belr but not 5o hadly as the almaost continuous ribhon
of building along the Gade Valley from Warford m
Hemel Hempstesd. A subamntial part of this ssetor
bies within the curve of the Colne Valley, mainly in
Mirddlesex around Harefield and Rueslip, Here s
somne of the land bought by the County Council
under the 1438 Act and earlier, as well as Moor Park,
in Hertfordshire [Fig, 16).
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Fig. rg. The Grand Urion Ganal 2 the
Gade Falley near Wailford
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The northern seetor from Watford w Heddesdan
15 for the most part gencly rollmg land on the London
clav. A lamge proportion bas been protected from
building by acquisition or by the payment of com-
pensation under the 1947 Act. The inner boundary
g Pm:nhwu[]f kel |1_'|| the Eltree r]dli;e and,
moath ol Bacnet, Dyvrham Park and Wrotham Park
maintiin a  sharp disgncien between wwn and
conntry. Further ez, Hadley Common, Enfield
Chase and Trene Pack (Fig. 149) interpose a firm
barrier apunst the ourward spread of Loadon. Mear
Hatfield the green belt comes up to the Lea Valley
andd imcheces Hadield Park, with i histonc mansion.
Immediately to the easc of the Park thers i3 a
pleasant rural area around Essendon and Dayiord,
which extends through Beoxbouens Woods [Fig. £4)
as far as the valkey of the Lea where it flows south-
ward o pan the Thames.

The north-east sector comprisss the remamder of
the green belr from the Lea Valley to the lower
Thames, Perhaps 165 most prominent feature is
Epping Forest (Fig. 1g), more than 5,000 acres of
wandland vested i the Ciry of London Corporation
in 1578 after a long struggle against its enclosure,
Betwern the Forest on irs midge and the Lea Valley
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there isa fine wedge of open country stretching from
Harlow nearly w0 Chingford and incheding land once
the manar of King Harold, who is sid 0 kave heen
bursed at Waltham Abbey (Fig. 2ob, This land, as
well ag that on the western bank, ® important for
markes gardening and glasshoase colivation. T the

east of Eppang Forest there is a tongue of huilding
stretching out along the extended Central Line as
far a5 Epping but beyond rhis lies the Reding Valley,
u deep wedge of open country penetrating to Chig-
well and throvgh Hamauole Forest o Darkingside
Building has extended sutwards almost continuously

-il:'.l:l'__" Fr, .:lr-';'l' -'Ilﬂ:'l" at Tremf .P.'rr.\’.", .HIIJJfEE.T. lf!dl"f ilf e & ikl ﬂ,:llrn |'JI|||:'||:|,|_-_|-'_|" ;Irnjﬁw fl]'l'lllt'g-l'.
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Fepo 18, fn Broxkearme Woads, Hertfordchive

=& far as Brenrwaond l.|-:|n|5 the marn e and road to
Chelmsford, but swth of the own the land s
faiely opren and a lange pare 5 Jow-lving, drainsd to
thie Thames by the Mar Divke. The green belt stops
shar of the fiverside and the chalk guarries which
are asociated with the manufacture of coment (Fig,
21).

To sum up, London™ green belt 35 an mregelar
and broken ring of open countey arouncd the great
city, the use of which contribures in ane form or
another 10 the well-being of Londoners, It = ay
necessary o-day, but for different reavans, o in the
davs when London was dependent on the agricaiture
of the surmounding countrrside. Increased Biguee,
higgher standards of Uving, the gegter strain oF wrban
life and w prowing desire for knowledge and under-
standing of the srts and sciences combine o mnvite
Londopers o appreciate mige dnd move the value
af their green belt

=0

Fu-rg In Mouk Waod, Epping Forert
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Provincial Green Belts

The provincial green belts are at varions stages in
the procedure for their establishment, In some cises,
differeat parts of the same green belt are at diferent
stages becawse maee than one local planning author-
ity i concemed. Those that have received ac beast
;ppnw.:l in ;'.!rinL‘E[.!h-: are hriefly descnbed below and
chown di.:ﬁ'r.:.mm:!i::il:,.' in Fi.E- 3

Trwersde. Thiss noca continuous geeen belt around
the Tyneside conurbarsen. In NMorthumberland it
comsists of 3 substantial ares to the west and north of
Mewcastle which embraces attractive country on
both hanks of the Tyne as far up as Hexham (Fig.
zz). The Minister has anoounced his intention w
approve this propesal. In Durbam & green belr o
separate Tymemde from Wearside has been agproved
in principie,

Vork, A green belt encircling York has been approved
iu ;}ﬁnl."iph- The '|r|.|.1-_|'|-uﬂ 1% b ﬁlﬁ:Eua:rd thi: H‘p:l.',:.ll
character of the city, which might be endsngered by
pnrestated expansion. The bulk of the land i the
green bele s gord 2nd pleasnt farmland,

West fading comarbanion. The perposes of this green
befrare first o provent the varioos ciries and mowns
from coalescing, and secondly to givdle the con-
urbation a5 0 whole. Much of the undeveloped land
becween the towns has been marred and frapmented
by scattered housing, imdwsry snd mineral working,
2z well as by disused pir heaps and derelict industrial
sites, Muoch of the countryade surrounding the con-
urbation g, by contrast, attractive and even magnifi-
cent, paricubarly to the west and north,

Jhefleld-Ratlkirkam, This green belt i intended o
prevent the merging of Sheffield and Rotherham
with Baensley in the nocth, and with Chesterfield m
the south, ag well ie v pesist the spread of bulding
it the open countrysade east of the Baver Baothar
Shefleeld was one of the fiesg cines w oonsider e
provisaes of a green bele but the need o expand bas
gaten it some of the land which was provisionally
sebected o 1g38. There 18 now mach need of re-
development, resultng in pressure o periphesal

b 3

cxpansion, mainly to the south-east rowards and
ineo Dherbyzlire.

Mersdyiide-Mawchester, A green belt around Liver-
pool is proposed from the eoast near Southport
the north baok of the Merssy. It 15 & to 8 nubes wids
excepr where it adjoing the Tiverpool - Se. Helens
road, Another part continues eastwards asvupd
Widnes and Warrington towards Manchester, The
main purpose is to shape the expansion of Liverpaol
and other rowns in this area apd to maintain open
breaks berween thise which are tending to coalesce,
Morth, east and west of Manchester the green helt
is severely fragmented and is not generally atractive
J'.'II:I.d.EI}HP::. Much of it i by -:||.|2|il.'|.' Fmﬁrﬂaq:l bt
there is almost every other tvpe of lind wse which
can be found on the fanges of a large fown. Some of
it alse s derelici. The etsrern Boumadary jeins the
Peak Dhstrct Mational Park. South of Manchester
the green belt s quite different ] it & continugus and
part of the Cheshire Plain, which is pleasant soenery
ongl meostly goed guatiny feembied, wirh farge oreas
of parkland and several goil courses.

Wirral = Cherter, The green belt extends down the
centre and west of the Wirral peninsela 2s far as
Ellesmere Port and continues arpund Chister t the
Welsh border, Skerch plin proposals have been
submatted, thowsgh they have not yet boen approved,
fiar its completion in Flinshire. The purpose (s m
shape the expansinn of the Merseyside towns and ta
avoid prejudice to the charscier of Chester which
maght fellow from ws fuseon with peighbouring
arban arezs. The scenery 15 atiractive and there are
magnificent views across the estuary of the Dree o
thi: Welsh hills beyrmd.,

Siobe-pit-Tremt. This 15 8 continuous green bele
around Stoke-on-Trent and Mewcastle-under-Lyme
designed o limit the spread of the urban ares and w
prevent codlescence with nearby pleces such as Stons,
Congleran and Leck. It consists mainly of farmland
ondd is artractive scenery. The north-castern boun-
dary sz only separated From the Peak Dastrice Mational
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Figo 2z, Near Bvwell, Norvhoberlond, Lvobimp soarh over ke
valiey of the River Tyme in the Tymeside green bell

Park 1I-].' & Elnp of land wioch s r.].I‘I!IJ 1] hnEnE |rr
high lamidscape value,

MNottemghonr g Deedye A gap ol only two or three
ntiles of open land separates Mottinghanm feom Deeby
and the primary purpose of this green belr is 1o keep
this land open. But whilst the Desby part is maioly
conhned to thes purpese, the MNomingham past
enrirely surrounds the city, separating it also from
Mansficld and from many of the scarered colliery
villages. Much of the lundscape merch of the Trent
15 marred by collieries and sporadic development
and opes-cast miming has greadyafected the appear-
ance of the Dechyshire part, The lanid souh of the
Frent, on the other hand, & mamly pleassnt to see
snd good for farming

Bervmedam et Coventry. This green belr fulfils
rwo principal purposes; frst, to restrain the ortasrd
growth of the main bul-up areas and, secondly, to
keep them apart, It separates wons such as Bed-
diteh, Bromarove, Fidderminster and  Stafford
from the West Midlands conurbation and helps o
maintain the separate jdentrry of Muneaton and

Bedworth, The land is almose all agriculioral and
s seenery i% pleasant in varying degree. In the
northern tip 15 Cannock Chase, which has been de-
clared by the Manonal Parks Conmsion w be an
farea of outstanding natural besury”; that & to say
that, while not having the outstanding scenie qusbh-
i1es af a Mationg] ?ﬂrﬁ, the J:|I'|-|l.!u.'=.|:ll: 15 af mare than
Tocal value and spnificance.

(rlancester amd Chelténkam, "The purpose of this
green belt i we separace these two towns which are
reading fo coalesce. The land 18 almost all pleasant
agricaltueal land at the fos of the Cotswold escarp-
et

#rivrel awd  Batk, All the three reasons for the
establichment of 3 green belt apply b this case. The
purpases are fo pestrict the ourward expansion of
Hristol, to separate Bristol from Barh and 1o prorece
the special character of the latrer cite. The landscape
in the southern part of the green belt is very fine and
the cascarpment north of Brestel eveslooking the
River Severn i3 ales stractive. The Temainder iz
miatnly pleasant farmland

(=]
T
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Fip. 2p0 Beawlien and the Beavlivy Rrver
i the Hampahiere Cogst grees belr

Oferd. Oxfisrd has become well known az a eity
with & dual pecsonality. It is famous both as a wmi-
wersity own and as a prospeeoas manufacturing
centre. Its character and setting have been impaired
by its phenomenal groweh dunng the last foroy years
and the green belt seeks fo prevent it from growing
uny hipger. The kodeeape s pot owstandingly
artractive but it is intimate o oscale and pende in
characrer. Most of it is average m pood land used
for mixed farming.

Cambridae. Cambridge has also suffered from being
bisth o university and & manufacturing town, though
tir & lesser extent than Ouxford. There 15 a settled
plecy to limit it stze, togerher with that of the
surronnding villages, o 125,000 population, The
green belt is ane of the wols wsed t implemsent that

24
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policy and s help to preserve the cley’s chasacter,
The land is used for arable farming and is mainly
fMat but some kigher ground o the west 2nd the Giag
Magag Hills to the south are also included

Hampshire Coary, The Minster has annuunced his
intention o approve this green belr, thaugh wirh
madifications to the eriginal submission. [ts purpree
i5 10 keep apart the three main urban areas centred
i Bournemontk, Southampton and Portsmouth. [t
is generally attractive country which includes the
Mew Frrest, the north shore of the Selent lying to
the west of Southampton Warer (Fig. 23) and the
popular yachring centre on the Hamble Kiver. The
north-eastern 6ip jrins the declired “area of out-
standing matural beauty’ which continues over the
south Dewns as far as Baschourne.
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The Implications of a Green Belt

The pressure on green belty

There is a strong diamand for more space for urban
Iving. One of the many reasons is that despite pre-
war forecasts of 20 eventual decline, the population
of the country is still increasing. The number of
separate familics 8 growing even faster. There is
pleney of work and grester prosperity, 5o that mure
people can afford sepamate and better howes, More
land 15 required for new schools, hozpitals and other
public purpases, as well ax for new roads and cor
parks ta cope with the moreasing raffic. I this need
for more urban kand encounters the restrictions
imphicit in a green belr, there are bound 1o be sharp
mereases in the value of building land and pressure
to encroach on the green bides, Planning suthorities
and secoessive Ministers shke have resisted this
pressuce, have from Ume o time remesated their
intentien ti maintain the green belis and have sup-
purted their words by day to day decisiens. They
have done so while fully realizing that fand must be
provided elsewheee 1w meet thrse needs which are
nat o he albrwed inthe green beli,

T wlisearion of building Lind

The land that 35 a7 any time available for develop-
ment 15 defined on the relevant development plans
which lecal planning authorities {county cowneils
and county borough councils) were required m pro-
pare by the Town and Country Planning Act, 147,
Sufhcient butlding land was allocated in these plins
to meet estimated needs for twenty years ahead bur
in geme places this Jand has been used up guicker
than was anticipated. Pressure to build on land that
was 1ot allacared has mounted and fand values have
mcreased sharply wherever permision o build
could be gor. This has led to many requests for more
tand to be made availahle, often it the expense of o
preen belt.

Review of develpprent plini

Dlevelopment plans have to be revicwed at least onee
in every five years after their initial approval. Such
a rewiew provides an oppormnty to allocate more

fand for building if there i not enough already. In
1gbo the Minister thowght it advisable o issue a
circular 1o local planning suthorities on the subject.
He eid that he was ansiows 1 see more land pro-
vided Tor development (where that did noe conflice
with important planning objectives) and to en-
courage fuller wee of land within towns, Where a
town wis encircled by o green belt, adeguate land
should e selected beyond ir, both fiar house building
and for factories and offices. In this way emplovment
as well a3 people would be encouraged o move out.

Tke fourney 1o work

Fears have becn expressed that the effect of a green
bedt will be o make people travel longer distances in
their daily porurney to work, This will, indecd, be 5o
if the outward movement of people in search of
homes iz not sccompanied by a ginular outward
mavement of emplovment. There are peaple who,
thoizgh working in London or some ather great city,
ehoose to live at a distance and are pregared for the
mconvensence and expense of & long daily journey,
But most prefer work near their home if it can be
got and the sim of policy is to bring about this
freediom of choice.

Desentrafization

The problem is m reduce employment in the heart
of the conurhation and to encoarage s growth in
s which, though partly dependent on the great
city, are independest to the extent of providing
sufficient Incal employment for the pecple who live
there {Fig. 24), a5 well as shops and oppormnities
for entertainment gnd recreation. Looked ar in this
wity, 4 green belt is seen as a means of shaping the
expansion of 2 city an a regional scale and not just
an artempt w0 combat the forces making for prowth,
e maintenance of the green belt is thesefore clogely
linked with decentralizarion, which was the kernel
of the Greater London Plan and is still Government
phanning palicy for London and other grear cities.

The green belt and ke Grearer London Plan
Londan provides the greatest test of the success of
25
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Fig. 24, Offces in the Tomn Sguure ot Stevenage, Hertfordrhoe
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this policy. Abercrombie’s plan, simply stated, was
to recnnstruct the coowded inner aress of Lendon o
phase with a move of people and ndustrial employ-
prenl i Bew towns and wther places beyund the
green belr. The plan had wa be based on 2 nomber of
agsumptions, which seemed reasonable enough at
the time when they were made, Ome of these was
that no new industey would be sdmitted 1o London
and the Home Counries Except in wu] CARES |
another was that in consequence, and sccording with
nacwomal frends, the populuion of the region winald
i imcrease. [t followed thae the problem as Abers
cromibie sw it was w redistrbute, mostly within the
regwm, the exsting number of people and jobs.

He could not have foresecn the great increase in
office employment in Londan. Risimg internaisil
trade, the need to be near oversses banks, shippers
and underwriters, the grearer complexity of business
pnd the larger units in which it s concentrated, have
all made their contnibumon. Many offices were
destroyed during the war and itwas some tiene before
scarce tesources could be spared for nmew ofice
building. When that time came, there was not only
the destruction to be replaced and fifreen years of
nactivity to be made good but abso this exiea demand
i be met, The result was an office building boom.

Flanmimg authorities amd successive Ministers have
triecd hard to restran v apd but for their cforis
employment i Londen would have increased even
faster than it has, The Government have set an
example; many civil servanes in headquamers offices
have heen pceommodated in various plices outside
Liomdon, ancluding some of the northern mwwns. But
the public authiomties nesd the co-operation of firms
now. carrying out work 10 Lenden which could be
done oursade. Chuite recently, the difficulty of re-
cruiting staff, the kigh rents of effice space i central
Lamcdon and the wear amd tear of peak-howr travel
havie led 16 some decentrabizanon, The movement
i gatherngg momentum, a4 ean be seen from the
property adverrisements page of daly newspapers,

Mo could Abercrombie have fivesoen that national
population tremds weald change after the war and
that there would be a steady increase, of whech the
London region would have more than its share. In
the event, the population of the region increased by
nearly g3o000 between 1oz and oo, and in this
perind there has been s steady outward miovvement
of pepulation bath within the region and across is
boundaries. The number of peaple Tiving n the
County of London has declined at an average rate of
ahout zo,oo0 @ vear fie some Hme pest; snd thers
arg fewer people Hving in the other inner areas.

In the face of the increase of employment in the
centre of London énd the outwacd mowement of
population, there may b some tempration to say
that the Greater Loadon Plan has fatled and o give
p the struggle. Nothing could do more injustice o
the very real achievernents of the kst fifteen years,
Migration o Loodor feom the west amd north,
which wags such a fearure of the pre-war years, has
been reduced 19 a mere fraetion of what i was.
Eight new rowns with their own factores, shops and
offrcez, have been established beyond London’s
green belt and some of them are neadng completion.
Existing small towns have heen and are beng ex-
panded under the Town Development Ace, 1952, by
arcangement  between the London  authoribes,
primanly the London County Couneil, and the kel
aurhortes cmeermed.

These achwevements, however [ar they fall short
of bepes or expectations, heve made possible the
definition of the green belt and its seccessful defence
againg! numerous attemprs ar encroachment. To
sacrifice it and révers to peopheral expansion would
meewn the lass of much of London's precious recrea-
tion space and the spen country being pushed further
away [vom those whio live in the centre. London
wauld become krger and more suburban; more
rogds and srilways would have to be builc and mors
time would be spent in travelling between home,
work-place, shops and places of recreatron,

=]
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The Maintenance and Improvement of a Green Belt

The appearance of a preen belt

Once a green belt 35 defined the aim will usually be
0 maintain is ruml sppearance. Any buildings
which are built there should be in keeping with the
characier of the area am] this applies not mmly in the
green belt itself but in any villages which lie within
it, even thoagh they may be formally excludid.

The powers of planning authoritics 1 ensire that
new building i in keeping with the roral appearance
af the green belr are limited . They can say what shall
nat be done but they cannor say whar shall be done,
excepe as § condirion of permassion for some devebop-
ment or if they acquire the land themselves, Their
principal weapon, the eontral of development, is
essentiolly negative and hewever well it may be
admanistered it is a0 cubstitute for good design in
the first place. Planning authorities can conteol the
external appearance of buildings and most of them
take great care and trouble in deing so, but o stat-
tiry power can elict a good design from a bad
designer. Thase who buitd have the responsibility of
ensuring thor what they build will be good ro Jeok ar
and nowhere is this more inpartant than in green
belt villages. But this does not mean that design of
tovel character ie necessarily out of place. Authori-
taies in deciding whar to allow anid what to reject have
v distinguish berween what is indiferent or illiterate
and what 15 merely unusual. Designs which appear
tw conflict with what i there already often arouse
indignation. Thiz is guite understancable for fow
poaple welcome change, particalasly in such zn
EVDCive setting ag g village and 2 green belt village
ar thaz, Bur mast villeges and sinall rowns contain
buildings of all apes, which differ very much m
character from eme another but enrich each other by
their contesting styles and materials (Fig. 25), So
the eegdern building, iF it ks honestly designed, will
in its ruem enrich the vilkage andshould be welmmed,
Attemipts to mamtain harmony by copying the styles
of the past are seldom successful.

Minor structures, such as buildings inodental fo
the enjoyment of a dwelling hisuse, and most agri-
cultural buildings, are ordinarily exempt from plan-

=8

ting control and the Minister is generally reloctant
to withdraw thege exemptions. Thos: who construct
such buildings are relied upon to use cire in their
serting and design, so that they do oot intude on
kndscape or village. Nowhere is this mare impost-
ant than in 4 green beft. Noc is it only privase
developers who need o exercie care. Publie
authorities responsible for providing water, power,
semecage and roads carry their own responsihilivies.
They can do much by attention to detail and by
the employment of skilled designers 1o Jessen the
impact of their works on the countryside. The
rural appedranes of a green belr is easily destroyed
by mzn-made objects used for poblic werks, seme
of which might be appropriste cnough in a nearby
suburb. Conecrene kerhs, aimp posts and fences,
rangles of overhead wires, standard traffic hollards
and the treatment of an open space 25 theugh it were
& wn park are some examples.

Public authorities of one kind or snother c2n do 2
lot to maintain and improve the sppearance of a
green belt and its usefulness for recreation. They
can acquire land for public enjoyment, construcs car
parks, plant rees and open up views over the
couniryside from sone faveyred vantage point They
can remeve disused buildings and reclatm derelict
land, They can fill worked—sut minesal pits with
refuse and eessore the land to wse, They cun unprove
and maintin footpaths and bridle ways and provide
sign—posts for those that have been determined as
public rights of way.

The rale of the wmdivndal

The appetrance of the green helt depends also on
the sctivities of numberiess indivi duals. The planning
authority can prevent buildings being erected but
they cannot ensure thae land is wsed for agriculiure;
they can step trees being felled or fine buildings
from being demolished, but thew cannor einsire the
proper mdintenance of woodlands or the reprair of 2
building which is noe 2 public danger, The residents
and landowners in the green belt can contribuse
substancally 1o it maintenance or destrucrian, but
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Fig. z7. The Rever Thamer a1 Laleham. An sverpday seene & summer

its appearance depends 10 an even greater extent an
the relations between those who live and work there
and those who use it for their recreation, for nding,
eyeling, walking, motoring, fishing, ssilmg, boating,
shoatmge or hunting  (Frgs. 26 & 27} Many of
these activities imply some conflict with agriculoure
The wvery presence of krge aumbers of rown
dwelters, even if they scrupulously follow  the
Couneey Code®, means some disturbence. [Fthere is
Irisjrasy or I'l'i[FETiﬂ.g.lJH! farmier will be anlagonized,
Furthermone, the rownsman réquires some con-
cessions from the frmer For his saiefaction in the
beauty af the andscape, such as care i the siting
and design of farm buildings and the presesvation
uf trees, 5o the mamtenance of the green belt 18 nop
only & matter of controd by the plinning authority
but abwo a guestion of how it is used by the towns-
riian in his search for recreanion and of low the land
iz managed by public and privare hndowners.

The public are enrithed to expect that, snce a
green belt is established, the authorities comcerned
will effectively carry oot any policies necessary to
its maintenance 45 a belt of open counrry and 1o the
enhancement of its rural appearance. Bur public
ruthosities in o democrate conntry cannot for long
pursie a pelicy which dees not have public suppoet.
So the furere of @ green belt depends in the end on
public spingn, This requires understanding of the
e involved, The function of a green belr as a
place for the recreation and enjoyment of the rmwns-
man 15 well understond. It differs from, though i
does not conflict with, s Munction 85 & mens of
shaping the expansion of a town or gronp of fowns
The former may have more appeal but the latrer is
the primary purpose of 2 green belt, The aini of this
binok has been to explain why thas is so and thus
eontribute to that informed public opinion on which
the future depends.

* Country Coade foe Yigitors o the Counrrside, 1, HOM, Ststienery OFice Price 64,
Fringed in Englandunder the authority of Her Majesy s Srationery Offios by Drown Knight & Truscon Lad,, Lesdon and Tonbridge
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Department of the Environment

PLANNING POLICY GUIDANCE:

GREEN BELTS

1. The Governmeant sttaches great impostance to
Crreen Beles, which have been an essential element
of planning policy for more than three decades. The
objectives of Green Belt policy and the related devel-
opment contrel policies set out in 1955 remain valid
today,

2 The first official proposal “to provide a reserve
supply of public open spaces and of recreational
arens and to establish a green belt or girdle of open
space’ was made by the Grester London Regional
Planning Committee in 1935, New provisions for
compensation in the 1947 Town and Country
Flanning Act allowed local authoritles to incorpo-
rate green bell proposals in their first development
plans. The codification of Green Belt policy and its
extension 1o areas other than London came im 1935
with an historic circular inviting local planning
authorities to consider the establishment of Green
Belts, That process of local initiation and central
gpproval continues today. It has resulted in the
onprovil of 15 separate Green Belts, varying in size
from 1,200,000 scres around London o jusr 2,000
acres at Burton-on-Trent.

3. The Green Belts approved through structure
plans now cover approximately 4,500,000 acres,
14% of England. The general extent and location of
the designared aress are given in the tahle and map
overleaf,

Purposes of Green Belts
&, Green Belts bave five purposes:

=to check the unrestricted spraw] of large built-up
areas;

=0 safeguard the surrownding countryside from
further encroschment;

—toprevent nelghbouring towms from merging infto
one another;

=to preserve the special characrer of historic rowns;
and

= (o asgisf in urban regeneration,

5. Gireen Belts also have a positive role in providing
access toopen countryside for the urban population.
Such access may be for active outdoor sports or for
passive recreation. Ourdoor lelsure pursuits are
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likely to ocoupy am increesing proportion of the
Green Belts i, as currently expected, the land
nzeded for food production decreases,

6. Green Belts often contain areas of anractive lind-
scape, bur the guality of the rural landscape is not
o muterial factor in their designation or in their
continued prolection.

Designation of Green Belts

7. The essentizl characteristic of Green Belts is
their permanence and their protection must be
madntained 25 far as can be seen ghead,

8. Green Belts are established through develop-
ment plans. Their general extent has now been fixed
through the approval of strecture plans and many
detailed boundaries have been set in local plans and
inold development plans,

9, Once the general extent of 8 Green Belt has been
upproved it should be altered only in eXcepdivim v
cumstances. If such an aheration is propesed the
Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the
aathority has considered opportunities for develop-
ment within the urban aress contained b and
beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, dersiled Green
Belt boundaries defined in adopted locaf plans or
carbier approved developmen: plans should be
altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries
should not be amended or development allowed
merely because the land has become derelict. On the
outer edge of a Green Belt, readily recognisable
featurcs, such a5 rosds, streams or belts of trees,
should be used to define the boundaries.

I, Whers detailed Green Belt boundaries have nat
yet been defined, local planning authorities are
urged to complete this task, It is necessary 1o essab-
lish boundaries that will endure and they should be
earefully deewn so as not to include land which it is
unnecessary 1o keep permanently open. Otherwise
there is a risk that encroachment on the Green Belt
will have 1o be allowed in order to accommodate
fature development.

11, When local planning authorities prepare new or
tevised structure amd local plans, any proposals
affecting Green Belts should be related to a time
scale which is Jonger than that normally adopred for
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other aspects of the plan. They should satisfy them-
selves that Cireen Belt boundaries will not need to be
altered at the end of the plan period. In some cazes
this will mean safeguarding land between the urban
area and the Green Belt which may be required to
meet longer term development needs.

Control over development

12, The géneral policies controlling development
in the countryside apply with equal force in Green
Belts but there is, in addition, a general presumption
against inappropriste development within them.

13. Inside a Green Belt, wpproval should not be
given, except in very special circumstances, for the
constructien of new buildings or for the chenge of
use of existing buildings for purposes other than
agriculture and forestry, outdoor sport, cemeteries,
institutions standing in extensive grounds, or other
2SS appropoiate to 2 rural area,

14, Structure and local planning policies should
make no reference to the possibility of allowing
other development in exceptional circumstances.
Mer should the visual amenities of the Green Belt be
injured by proposals for development within or con-
spicuous from the Green Belt which, although they
would not prejudice its main purpose, might be
inappropriate by reason of their siting, materials or

15. Minerals can be worked ohly where they are
found, Their extraction nesd not be incompatible
with Green Belt ohjectives, provided that high
environrmental standerds ere maintained and char
ilie site 15 well restored.

16. Green Belts contain a arge number of sabstan-
tial and attractive agricultural buildings which, with
normal repair and maintenance, can be expected to
last for many vears. When these are no longer
needed for farming, the planning suthority will
need to consider whether they might be appropri-
stely re-used for other purposes which help 1o diver-
sify the rural economy. Redundant agricultural
buildings can provide soitable accommodation for
small firms or tourlst activities or can be used as
individual residences. The r-use of redundant
buildings should no be refused unless there are
specific and convincing reasons which cannot be
overcome by anaching conditions to the planning
permission,

17, In the next few years many older hospicals
located in Green Belts are likely to become redun-
dant. In planning for the future of these buildings
Jand their sites the aim should be to use them for
purposes compatible with the Green Belt, which
can inchade institutional wsea. The size, layout and
formy of the buildings moy, howeser, make them
unsuitable for such purposes, In such cases it will be
necessary to consider whether very special circum-
stanors exist thar would warrant the change of use of
the buildings or the construction of new buildings.

18, In some cases it may be possible to convert the
existing buildings for housing or other uses, perhaps
with some demolition of ancillary buildings. Bue if
that is not 3 practical solution then the furure of the
buildings and the site, and the prssibility of redeve-
topment, will need 10 be carefully congidered, Pyt-
ting the sites vo beneficial use will be preferable 1o
allowing the buildings 1o remain empey and the site
to become derelict, Guidelines to assist local plann-
ing suthoritics in preparing policies for the sites and
in dealing with planning applications follow:

Guidelines for the future use of redundant
hospital sites in Green Belts

(a) Re-use of the existing buildings for
purposss within the accepied Green Belt
categories & the preferred option, especially
where the buildings are of archirectural and
historical importance, There may in particular
be scope for re-use by institutions.

(b} However, if there is little or no prospect of
viable re-use within those categories, then other
usee are preferable to allowing the buildings 1o
remain empty or grossly under-occupied. The
aim should be to achicve redevelopment for
othier suitable uses by conversion of the existing
buildings,

{c) 1f the existing buildings, or part of them,
are unsuitable for conversion, then
redevelopment should not normally occupy s
larger area of the site nor exceed the height of
the existing buildings. The location of the new
buildings should be decided having regard 1o
the main features of the landscape and the need
to integrare the new develspient with s
surroundings (eg it may be more appropriate to
site new development closer to existing
development),

{d) The ameaity value of the site should be
retained or enhanced where practical by
preserving mature trees and keeping or laying
out landscaped areas, and if possible opening
them to public access with sdequate provision
for their maintenance.

(&) Redevelopment should not normally
invoive additienal expenditure by the public
sectot on the provision of infrastrucrare (eg on
rozds and sewerage) nor should it overload local
Tacilities such s schools and health care
facilitics,

(£) Local planning aurhorities should where
appropriate inchude policies on these lines in
their development plans.

Note

This PPG note draws principally on DoE
circulars 14/84 and 12/87 and & Parliamentary
statement by the Secretary of Stare for the
Environment on 30 April 1986 (Hansard,
column 414,
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Foreword by the Secretary of State for the Environment
The Rt Hon Nicholas Ridley MP

This hooklet was first published in 1962, T have decided 1o publish s new edition of
it, not because our Green Belt policy has changed but because it demonstrotes the
continuity of that policy and eur strong commitment Lo the Green Belts. [ hope it
will also remind people that Green Belrs are something special, They sceve specific
purposes and they need to be carcfully delined and lrmiy maintained.

The Green Bele iden had irs origin long before the lest war bur it was not uniil the
Green Belt (London snd Home Counties) Act af 1938 that it was embodied in
legiskarion. 1948 marks the 50th anniversagy of that Act,

In preparing this new cdition we found that very Bttle in the text of the onginal
versinn needed 1o be revised, After 25 years we have bad o bring the fectual and
historical parts up e date, and the most important feature is that since 1979 we
have more than doubled the woial arca of approved Green Belis, They now cover
some . 300,000 acres, and the London Green Belt bas been inoreased v 1,200,000
acees. This booklet, like is predecessor, is mainly cuncerned with the London
Green Belt buot it also deals bracfly with the Green Belts that have now been
established in other parts of the country.

The basic Green Belt policy and its original purposes hove not changed. But in the
1962 hookler there was a lot of emphasis on ‘decentralisation” out of London and
the other conurbations to Mew Towns, some of them within the Green Belis, We
now put much more emphases on the regeneratinr of the older urban srews and on
the re-wse of urban land. The purposes of the Green Belis were defined in 1954 as
o check the further growth of a lage built-up arcd; v prevent neighbouring
towns from merging into one another;: or to presesve the special character of a
town’. In 1984 we edded u Tourth policy objective — “assistng in urhan
regeneration’. Our Green Belt policy i now matched with our pelicies for the
renewnl gnd improvement of the inner cities.

Our Green Beli policy also hag to be linked with positive policies providing for
houses and jobs in areas outside the Green Belis: All devclopment needs cannot be
met within the existing built-up areas, ond the Green Belt concept would be Gar less
effective iff it were applied everywhere that i aot already teveloped. Cutside the
Green Belts we have policies lor preserving the apen countryside, Mational Parks,
Areas of Outstanding Natwral Beauty and other statutorily protected areas. But
goed planning has to provide for development ux, and in ways that doleast harm to
the local environment.
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3 Delining and Safeguarding a Green Bely

s Nectimn, about icarparsting Oreden Bolin s deecla et plitnic, bas bevn brotigli
1y e e am i TieAr of CAlarmgr i Hig wairlore Pl AT TR ilit |'.|'.'r|"l.l|.'|.l.' J'.l'.rr.ln,

Wit tare 4o At the Hime when the original edition of this booklet wes published
in 1962, very few Green Belts, except for the London Green Beli, had been
formally incorporated into the siatutiny development plans, The booklet gave
advice on the preparation of inital “sketch plans’, which hed (o be submimed 1o the
Mintster of Howsing and Local Government {or approval, and the subsequent
stages of incorpomng them mio development plans. Mow all the Green Belis have
heen ingloded meapproved Coumy structire plans. Bur stroctuce plans show the
Green Belts only in *broad brush” terms. The detinted boundarics of Green Bels
ore defined in local plins prepared by the Disinc planning aothorities, or in some
cases n Green Belt subjuct plins preparcd by the Coonties. Inosome areas,
Fruwever, dewiled Green Beli boundaries huve not ver been defined in formally
adopted local plans or subject plons, In some coges it 16 possible to trace the Green
Belt boundary i old-sivie development plins preparced prior (o the inecoduction of
arruciure and local plans: bur these are often out of dawe,

Lol Mane The Secrctary of State 5 wrging on local plnning sushoriics the
imporiance of well prepared and up-to-date local plans as the basis lor develepment
wonieol, pariculacly inareas thot zee snder persistent pressire for new develop-
ment, and especially in relation to the Green Belts where dergiled boundaries hawve
nut yel been delined.

Mow that the Green Belts have been established in approved suructure plans, ir
eanenrml that the detailed bounduries should be clearly defined in local plans, so
that 1 8 clear which areas are covered by the speciul policies that apply to Green
Helts and which are not. The bong wom protecion that distinguishes the Green
Hodus mest be madn taired Girmly and consistent by, and both the Green Belt concept
amd that protection wouldl be weakened unless they are fiemly buily inte the
statumry divelnpment plan.

Further advice an the defintion of Green Belt Boundarics is given in Planning
Pobicy Guidinee Note Mo, 2. In particular it gives the following advice:

Cince the general extent ol o Gireom Bl B Deea appovasd o shoadad e altered
ostily s exceptiomil crcummstances. Isoch analecrtivn s proposed the Secretary
il State will wish to be sanisfied thot the authoety s considered opporimitles
for development witbin the urbsn preeis coptamesd by amd Beyond the Green Bely

Stmilarly, detaled Uréen elt boandisraes iefined w adopied Lol plans or
carber approved development plany should bBe altered only exceptionally.
Dietitled boundaries shoanld mot be ameénded o development allowed meeely
because the nnd has become derefuct. Che the outer edpe of o Green Belt, readily
recognienble features, such an roads, streams or bels of trees, uhoulid e used o
define the bowsdieies

1
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Kurping o tieeen Bl vpen When 4 Green Belt has been incorporated in the
development plan of a local planning authoriey, it i thair dugy to carry out the
policy prescribed in the plas. Development plans are firm in general principle but
flexible in detail. They are reviewed and amended as ardl when necessary, usnally
every [ive 1o ten years. Plaaning authoritics are bound to have regard to their
development plans when they ke ot decision on an application for pertnission 1o
build. IFin sodoing they intend to depart from the plan to s substantial extent, they
must first nonfy the Secrewary of Stare, who has the power o intervene i he thinks
{it. These are NECEssAry Measures W preserve flexihility in deta:! and 1o provide for
public debate on any <ubstantial smendment o 4 developmest plan. They do not
smply any wavering on the principle of maiptaining a Grecn Belr as open country, 4
principle which has been frmiv upheld by local planmng authorities and successive
Secretarics of State.

6 London's Green Belt

T Ria vagdanm Koo begam Fetartiici pd o o TS g LT pitetids |.'!_r'|.-.!|ru'l

1 pegad Crriont Hild 2w [,

bir evtablichment London's Green Belt was the fivst to be established, and is the
fargest, so it meits a full description. The creation of 4 Liresn Belt around the
metropolis had heen urged for many years, and had becn given form in the Greatee
London Plan of 1944, That plan and iis successars proposed not anly the Green
Belt hut alsa the building of pew fowns and the expansion ol existng wwns in the
eurrounding countics, S0 as 1o gase the pressur for the cutward expansion of
London, 1t 1% these things, together with the firm planning pelicies which hack the
Green Belt designation in development plans, which have made Logidon's Green
Relt areality. Mo physical changes nos public acquisition of the land are necessarily
implied.

e approval in 1959 of the last of the development plans of the Home Counties
made it possible to speak of London's Green Belt as an e=rablished fact and ne
Jonger a5 en clusive ideal. Since then, as the pressures of urban expansion and the
iheeat of the coalescence of tovns and villages have spread beyond the priginal
Green Belt, so the area of the Green Bell bhas been extended. Teday the approved
Green Belt covers about 1,200,000 ucres al the country around Greater London, an
area more than twice as big as that approved in 1959, The extent of the

17
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Tosum up, London's Green Belt iz an irrepular and broken ting of open counrry
around the great city, the use of which contribures in one form or another w the
well-being of Londoners, [t s as necessary today, bul for dilferent PsLsons, 45 in the
dave when Lomdon was dependent oo the sgrculture of the surrownding
countryside. Incressed leisure, hipher standages of living, the greater strain of
urban life and o groswing desice for knowledee and understanding of the arts and
sciences combine o invite Londoners te apprecile more and mioce the value of
thieir Green Belr.

! Provincial Green Belts

Fhis Secrine Ra beery veped Babe gecoun nf the eoide exiensims m apprentid L
Helt 1nee [9862

When the 1962 bookler was published proposals for several of the provincial Green
Belts were stll in their formative slages. sinee then, they have all Been
ineorporated in approved struciure plans and vee shown diagrummatically on the
map it the front of this booklet. These Green Belts now extend 1o 1 wide range of
beatriful and diverse landscapes throughout England, while alsy serving the
ubjectives of urban containment anl reEenertion.

{vnede The boundardes of the Green Belt in Tyneside were extended in the Tyne
and Wear Green Belt Local Plan, sdopted in 1985, Witk the exception ofagapois
north cast the Tyvoeside conurbation is surronnded by Green Hele. In merging with
the substantial area of Green Belr in Nurthumberland, situared to the west and
north of Neweastle (Fig, 17}, a continuous Green Belt s formed emnbracing
antractive connteyside on both banks of the Tyneas far op as Hegham. To the saeih
the Lreen Belt prevems the Tyneside conurbation from merging with that of
Wearside,

York A Green Belt around York has been approved in principle for many yeurs and

4 belt whase outer edge 15 ubout & miles feom York City centee was (ormally
appeoved in 1980 ax part of the Murth Yorkshire County Structare Pl [15 maim
purpase i$ o safeguard the special character of e historic city, which might be
endangered by unrestricted expansion, The bulk of the bimal in the Green Belt is
good und plegsant farmband, providing links with open land running into the
built-up area of the city.

Wt YVorksfire Connrbanion This Green Belt was veviewed and approved in 1980 in
the County Structure Plans for West and Morth Yorkshire, The Green Bele
provides wedges of open land between the urhan dreds, @ contmuous band of
generally upen land within the core of the conuebation and a girdle o the
conurhation a5 a whole. [ts main purposes sne Lo prevent uncontolled growth of
the urhan sreas and the coulescence of MmNy sepansle settlements., to preserve the
recrestional and amenity value of areas of open lind which extend from the
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countryside tnta the urban ares and o poeserve Sy access o -open oountry amd
eardoor receation in piessant surroundings., The Green Belt has contribieped 1o the
mainienance of the unustally open, ond often steaetive, chamcer of this
conurbation. Towards the vuter edges of the belt much of the countryside s
particilacly scenic, cspecially in the hills and vallevs to the west and noeth,

i The broad extent uf this Green Bell was reviewed and
approved im 197% in the South Yorkshers Couney Struciure Dlan. It is intended o
prevent uncontrolled growth of the major urban areas of Bheilield, Botherham,
Doncaster and Barnsley, and the codlescence of the many smaller senlements
which e between them ina broad hand of countryside steeiching from the Peak
Dusrict Mavsonal Park o the west 1o Doncaster in the east. Shelficld was ane of the
farst citbes vis conskder the proviswn of a Grreen Belrin V938 2nd, in 19453, it was the
first Discrict incthe Yorkshore and Humberside Begion o adopt 2 formal Geeen Bel
subject plan. While the main purpode of this Green Belt is w peevent the mergmg of
settieenenes, i1 has the sdvantage of protccing atrppecive councrvaide, particularly
om the edge of the Pennines; while helpang to preserve casy acocss io open country
and sanrdpor recreation in pleasent surroundinges,

, | The Mersevside, Greater Mancheseer, Cenpral
Lancishire and MNorth Cheshite Green Belts combine to form o belt around and
between the two morth west conurbations. Theér purpose 15 o halt the outwerd
spread ppd coalescence of the built-up areos and 1o preserve the dentity and
churpcter of the many towns and selilements which make up the nurbations
Fre. 18, The Grieen Belts cxtend moo Broad band, [rom the Bibble Valley in the
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Fig. I8 A picmic i
thee Crreenr Selr at
Feckmere, marth
Chislive

Frg, 1% The
.1-1|.'| cresfaeld Ooawor.
 heshine

rirth (o Chister o the socieh, and from the Lancaahine cosst o the west to the
frathuills of the Peanimes in the case, An drm ol 1he Conteal Lancishice Green Bell
covr e up the Calder Vilbey w encompiiss thie s of north eist Lancoshied, In
cach cuse the Green Belis help o reindorce policies fer urban regencration.

The chardeier of the landscipe vartes greatlyv: foom the Gut, top quabity farmiand of
south west Lancashire @0 the lush hills and valleys adjoining the Peak DHstric
Manornal Pork m north cast Cheshire (Fig, 19). I includes thie pleasant agracoliural
seenery of port ol the Cheshire Plum, where thereare severol large asess of parkland
arsel polf courses, and further west tokes in mognificend views of thie Dee Estoory
arwd the Welsh Hills beyond . Tnnorih cast Loncashice, the Grreen Bel inclides land
vl the edye of mdusirial towns lramed by views of Pendie FUIL pary of the Forest of
Bowland Area of Cutstanding Naournl Beauiyd and of the South Penmne moors.

Much of the Green Belt sathin the coporbations & Iragmented and confius
deeelict areas and the varied maxiure of wses often loond on the fringes of e
rowaes, A fearure of the Greater Manchester Green Beliis the melusion ol narrow
frmgers alimg severud river valleys which bring counteoyside wio e L of boli=op
areas of the conurbation, Althoogh seme poarts of these valleys have been used For
inddustrind und other development in the past, longe oreas reman relatively
urtspotled and the local autherities are working wogether to resuwe them and m
explost theur potential for walking, riding and other informal recreatonal pursuits,

Laamgihae oo Srmall pemaiming areis of open land have been designned as Green
Bel along the north Lincashire coast o prevent the merging of Blackpood,

ih
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The Greeo Belt has resrs il the outward gr|,|'|l.-|h ol the main
buili-up aress of Birmingham, Coventey and the Block Country: salepuarded
surrsunding countryssde, seme parts of which sg. the Lickey Hills and Canrnock
Chase sre of high landscape valoe and populas paces of putdoor recrention:
maintined the separite character of ndivideal wowns ke Soeffocd, Tomwath,
cvitneaton, Redditeh aod Bromsgrove; preserved the special charucter of citics and
fowns like Lichheld, Warwick, Brdgnerth and Strarford upon Avon s and sssisted
im the regeneraton of the older urban aress insade the conurbation. Green Bely
PO eCciing han wley beisn mven fo W -h||:.||._-E:-_,, areas ol CpEn land insade . the
contrbation, one. the Sindwell Valley in the Bleck Country, the other Sution Park
in Brrmingham because of che vital centnbutiom these open ireas mke o the
qualicy of the urban envirenment

1w fowr Green Belts in Derbvshice were reviewed
and appreved i 198G in the Cownty Strocmare Plan, The South Derbyshire Green
Belr prevents the coalescence of Borton on Trear and Swsdlincote, Simitacly the
suuth East Derbyshise Green Belt prevenis che coalescence of Derby and
mnttingham and preserves the dentity of Duofficld, Belper, the Brewash Valley
Towns and villages to the south and eost of Derbw, I the northoof the Counes . the
brrecn Bedr for North Bast Derbvshire peotects the open connirside between
ahellishd amd the settlements o the morih east of the Couniy, ncluding
Chesterfield {(Fig. 200 while the Morth West Derbyshire Green Belr helps 1o
mirine the separte sdenaty of the porthewest Dechyshire rowans and protects the
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very utirsonve open eountey oorth of Whaley Brodge between the Baeders of the
Peak District MNational Park and Greater Manchester

he Couvaty Structure Plan approved o 1980 et out the broad exeent of the
."'-u-:-Il.lrl_n'_ll.l.ll':k.‘u:l.' Gireen Hele, Much of the Green Beli s plu_'-H;::,m countryside and
rverage o good farmbmad . Fis man purpose it prevent the anconuredlisd EnowIh
ol Mottngham m the cast and sowrh, and m Ui west wowards Dby The Green
Belr also profecis Ihe separaio wheniry ol towne within the Erewash § i||||_=!,' amd
etbuer i toawns 1o the moerh of Maookneham, (i TR TR O Fmckmall, Mans(zeld ond
Ashbigld

vt 1 e Cercen Belt asound Stoke~on=-Trene and Mewcastle-under-Lyme
has limited the speead of the erban apes; preveoted coaleséence with nearby fowns
fikee AN AT Leek. Chesdle and Srone: and sumulated the rereneration of older
tndustril afeas nside the Forersey conurbitbon. Moch ol this Green Belt &s
farmland and s attractuve seenery, the nonh casiern sector buing of particular
landscape value, similar o churscrer to the neighboiring Pead District Matonol
Park
i { ' he [l|r|1||h-u-::-| thas Crecen Bell are I|||'-r4:-||.|.1l_l|..a.'-pq_r.
character af I|1|_ tamd |.Il'_|.'||'|ll.“|.:II. ilieae Do Wovsins il i [HrEven ] thiEmi Lrom mer tab] T
I 1981 the Clovcesterslee Structure Phin extended the Green Belr nenh al
Cheltembsam vo farher protect the chearacoer of the toawn. The o o ghe Green Bel)
. almost all pleasant agriculivral lond at the Lot af the Cotswold Hilks, which are
thearsselves designined as an Area of Chutstamding Naturd Beauns

4k
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Crreem Bl

Fevadn! e Hoet, abso known as the Avon Geeen Belt and the Wesieen Wikeshire
Green Beli. Al the muin rensons for the establishment of o Green Belt spply in this
vose! W rpsinet the outward expansioen of Bristol, toseparute Bristol [rom Bash and
t protect the special characier of Bath, The landscape 1o the southern past of the
Geeen Belr 5 very Ooe and the ¢scarpment sorth of Briswl overlooking the river
severn 1 also attractive. The remuunder 15 manly pleasant farmland, Some
extensions snd minor boundary adjustments to the Green Belr were mude when the
Avon Structure Man was approved in 1985, ipcluding the addinon of atirsctive
coastline between Clevedon and Portishead.

rd Onclord has beoome well known as 3 <ity with o dual persenality. [0S famous
bath ds @ university 1own und a5 3 prosperous cenire, The Green Belr secks w
prevent it from growing any bigger and (o protect its character and sctving. The
landscape 15 not ouistandingly attractve butl i i intimate n scale and genile 1n
charpcter, Most of it is sveroge 1o geod land used for nused faoming (Fig. 217,

i wen b Cambiidpe also experiences Lthe pressares ol bemng both o wriversity and
g booming medern wdistmal wwn, There 2 a sttled poliey o limn s size,
tozether with that of the surrounding villages, The Green Belt 15 one of the tonlz
weed Lo cmplement that policy and so helpoo preseeve the ciny's chorscrer. The lard
i5 used fur arable farming and 35 mainly Bt b some higher ground to the west and
the Gog Mageg Hills to the south are plso included.

veth Woent Hampchine Anarca of Grreen Belt fies to the sonth west of the county. It iz
attracTive wun'rn whuJ'l includes the Mew Forest. the nerth shore of the Selent
Iving 1 the west of Southampron Worer and the Beaulteu Faver (Fig. 220,
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vourh Eade Dorit This Green Belt was established when the South East Darser
Structure Plan wus approved in 19800 [ig PUTPHRSES are (o conlain the ouewargd
spredd of the large butlt-up srea of Poole, Bourncmouth jmig Christehureh and o
keep the separate Wentity of settlements, The Green Belt ineludes stiractive river
villevs, heathland and many wooded arcas which ape of tecreational and natipe
CHIECIVALION inlerest,

8 The Implications of a Green Belt

_|".|'||,- Sedion -rn T i rereisl, PN R dipre ﬁml..l'mm, b ek deciner il iy TN R
itdwr plamnirg podicig il pricpilures oo 982 Tha atlive pacsage o 1, O it i
kiti been n.'||'l|'..'.'---'-|r by & e Jariaged an L riae a'!.'L',q-'rru TarFlaig,

Che presiure b Grign Bl There is o strong demand for muore spuge for urban
living, One of the many reasons is thar despite pro-war lorecusts of an eveninal
decling, the population of the country is sl increwsing, The nunber of separate
households is growing vven faster. There is plenty of work and grester Prosperity,
5o that more people can afford separitc and better homes. More land is revyuired loe
new schools, hospitils and other public purposes, 15 well g5 lor new roads and ear
parks to cope with the mncreasing truffic. I this peed for mose urbun Jand
encounters the resteictions implicic in 2 Green Belt, theee are bound to be s
mcreases in the value ol building land und Pressure w encrgach on the Green Belrs,
Planning authorites and suceessive Ministers alike have resisted this pessre,
have from time to (ime reiterated their intention w maineun the Green Belis imd
have supported their words by iy 1o iy decisions. They have done so while Fully
realising that land must be provided elsewhere to meeq (s needs which are not 1o
be allowed in the Green Belt.

I'he alloearion of buililing famd The development plags prepared by boest planning
atithorities teounty councils and disicic vouncilst ser our their Pelicics for the
development and mher tse of land in their areas. Pressure to build gn land thar i
not allocated for development has mounted and kind values hyye inereased sharply
wherever permission o builed ol e got. This has led 1o Ry requests for more
fand 10 be mady available, olten ar the expense of a Green Bejp,

femies of dersopurens plans Mosp county structure plans are ngw being reviewed.
Such i review provides an Opportunity walloeate more kand for bailding if there i
ot enough already. In 1960 the Minister thought it advisable 1o issue 4 vircular to
lucal planning suthoritics on the subject. He said that he WS AEXIUUE [0 S0E more
land provided for development (where that did not conflict with Imporian
planning objectives) and eiicourage fuller use of land within towns. Where g
1own was encircled by a Green Bell, adeguate lind should be selecusd bevond iy,
both for houswe buibding and for fcrories and iflices. Thy milicy puidance has heen
repeated on many vecasions since 1960 and 5 Just a8 relevani Liwlay,
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THE EFFECTIVENESS OF GREEN BELTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The aim of the research was to review the effectiveness of Green Belt policy
and investigare how this might be improved. The swdy assessed

systematically:

i) the effectiveness of Green Belts in relation to their existing purposes;

fi})  the implications of possible new purposes;

iii)  the roles of Green Belts in the management of sub-regional change;

iv)  the permanence of Green Belts, and the extent of provision for long
term necds;

v)  their implications for transport and CO2 emissions;

vi) urban fringe issues, including Community Forests, golf courses,
agriculture, wildlife and other land use pressures and changes: and

vii}  the impact of development control policy within Green Belts, including
the re-use of redundant buildings, the interpretation of ‘institutions in
extensive grounds', and of appropriate rural uses and the treatment of

existing inappropriate uses.

This summary gives the key findings, with references to where they are
discussed in the text in square brackets. Recommendations are listed
numerically at the end of each section of this summary.

The study covered Green Belt policy in England and Scotland. Twenty eight
local authority policy case studies were complemented by detailed analysis of
development control data and information on appeals. Interviews were
conducted with a wide range of development and conservation interests, and
two invitation seminars were held to obtain further expernt views and opinion,

Existing Purposes of Green Belis

3 The first two purposes of Green Belts, checking unrestricted sprawl, and
preventing towns from merging, are being achieved,

We found no dissenters to the view that Green Belts are successfully being
used o check unresmicted sprawl and prevent towns from merging.
Alterations to boundaries in development plans had affected less than 0.3 per
cent of Green Belts in the arcas studied over the last eight vears [2.10-2.14].
Most planning approvals are for small-scale changes which do not significantly
affect the open rural appearance of Green Belts [2.15-220]. The appeal
system strongly upholds Green Belt policy [2.21; 3.16].
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2. The third purpose, safeguarding the surrounding countryside from
encrogchment, has significantly overlapped the first b purposes.

Grean Belts have safeguarded the countryside from further encroachment. This
puposs has however overlapped the first two purposes, oot adding w0 the
already very firm restraint on development offersd by Green Belts,
Safeguarding the surrounding countryside from encroachment was not a
specific purpose for including land in Green Belt until 1988, Iis inclusion
appesrs noi, in practice, o heve added to the already very firm restraint
offered by Creen Belts in the 1955-88 period. In its present form this
purpose  does not provide a clear criterion for decision-makers. Current
nractice suggests this purposs is seen &5 complementing couniryside policies
by assisting in safeguarding the counoyside from encroachment [2.23-2.25].

3. The relationship berween Green Belt restraint and increasing levels af
soonomic activity, and their impacts on the cores af cities of special
historic character, are unclear.

Green Belt boundarics around historic towns are particularly tight, and fumre
development requirements have been assessed conservatively. Green Belts
have been used with litle dispute to protect the settings of, and define the
approaches to, such towns. These purpades ghould be stressed in guidance.
It is less clear how far periphcral resiraint is necessarily linked t© the
protection of their historic centres, Depanment comments Suggest such towns
may have limits to their growth. These issues should be further investigated
by & compearative study of historic towns [2.26-2.34].

4. The role of Green Belts in wban regensration has been to focus
development interest on sites in urban greas.

For local guthorities in urban regeneration areas Green Belt restraint has acted
to encourege development within urban boundaries. At the same time, for
some lncal anthorities a major catalyst for urban regeneration is seen 10 be the
frecing of prime industrial sites from the Green Belt. Local authorities 1n
regeneration areas are concerned to have a ponfolio of urban and greenfield
sites readily available for new economic activiry. In some areas larger-scale
mixed-use developments have been proposed as parts of city-wide urban
regeneration strategics. Denying a range of peripheral gite development
options will niot secure the regencration of under-used urban sites on its OWn.
Policies to encourage the re-use of urban land will be of greater importance.
There i3 & nesd for more detailed work on the relationship between Green Belt
restraint and urban regeneration [2.35-2.43].

14l



5. Most decisions on Green Belt boundaries in plans involve making
asswspitons about wrban intersification.

Throughout the case study areas planners, and the Depamment’s Regional
(ffices, are making decisions about the balance between development by infill
within urban areas, and peripheral expansicn of varions kinds. However, little
is known on a systematic basis about land use changes in the suburbs and their
effects on movement, open space, pollution and other quality of life indicarors.
In the future local suthodties, particularly in the South, arc likely 0 be
presenting arguments on ‘overheating” problems as a reason for altering Green
Belts. There may be areas of green space i towns and cities which, if
developed, wonld adversely affect living conditions for more people than if
equivalent land of lower amenity and ecological quality in Green Belts was
ceveloped [2.22].

f.  The time taken to approve Green Belt boundaries in lpcal plans is too

long.

In & number of counties the Structure Plan has been altered or replaced before
local plan boundaries based on the original plan have been agreed. This may
be due to unresolved problems over the location of development following
tpproval of the broad totals in the Sweciure Plen. The Depertment has advised
Authorities who do not have agreed boundaries in local plans that they risk
greater amounts of development in their areas. Slow progress also creates
uncertainty, particalarly a: appeal, where it may be difficult to assess the status
of land [2.11].

It iy recommended that:

R  Green Belts should be seen us a poiicy insrument for shaping patterns
af wrban development e sub-regional and regional scales. They help
io engure development ocours in locations decided upon in development
plans, and they assist in protecting the countryside, Green Belt policies
should also, by creating contained forms of new developmens, assist in
maving towards more sustainable panerns of urban growth [2.23-2.25)
G6.04-6,19].

£.2  The purposes for including specific areas of land in a Green Belt showid
be:

= to check the wnrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas:

* o preven! neighbouring towns from merging into ong another
{2.10-222]:

= o assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment [2,23-
225}

1L



. m mwerwr S semag and pecial character of historic iowns [2.26-

S
p—t - Bt [2.3%.2.43].

; Saws fior irge-scsie employment in Qreds where urban regeneration is
- iy Shomid not Be released from the green belt except as part af

dor rrpiens pEadoncy -AnEiopmen plan process [2.35-243].

>4 The rdmssesiy beowees Green Belt vestraine and increasing levels of
eSSy, SN e PeCill ~hagracter of higtorlc cities should be
emegmed By & comporison of land e, rraffic and other policies
it ¢ mmmber o Rissoric Cities gnd thelr surrounding daily journey

= = -

P el PR [ sm ¥

The mted for ap-to-gase Spproved Green Belt bounddaries, 30 as fo avold
smdipasy ond allow the Froper ~onsiderarion of furure development

eyt plhpplt ConGrmee W OF sressed [2.11].

The use of inter and wathed over vitlage policles varies Geross the

In same of the northern case smdy areas insews can exclude clusters of 50
dweliings from Green Belt conirols. In the Home Counties settlements of 500
dwellings are washed over. Circular S0/57 suggests that washed over villages
should be divided into those where infill is allowed (their names being listed
in the development plan) and those where it is not The tendency is 1o allow
infill in all of them. The major distinction emerging locally however ig that
within inset seitlements, because they are not in Green Belt, there is leeway
for new and expending employment concerns to develop. The cumency of
paragraphs 6 and 7 of Cireular S50/57 should be made clear, and reference
could be made o the differences is reatment of employment uges implied
where sertlements are excluded from the Green Belt [3.2-3.7].

g Most local authorities have slaborated development control policies (n
greater detail than is specified in PPG 1.

The scan of existing and new local plans suggested on average nine Green Belt
development control policies were included. The development control study
showed that three quarters of all applications wene housing-related, focusing
particularly on small-scale extensions [3.12-3.15]. The size and bulk of
extensions, and the criteria for replacement dwellings, were also imporiant.

v
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The policies most frequently included in plans related to dwelling extensions
and alterations, replaccment dwellings and Ieisure uses [3.17-3.20].

9. There is confusion over policies on the re-uze of buildings in Green
Belts, linked to the different approaches in PPE 2 and PPG i

This issue caused more comment than any other. PPG 2 states that redundant
agricultural buildings may be suitable for conversion for small firms, tourist
activities or individual residences. The Pehrsson ruling removes the need for
the buildings to be, or have besn, agricultural. Guidance in PPG 7 states that
2 wider range of uses are now acceptable in the countryside, and removes the
redundancy criterion. Thus the main difference between Green Belt and the
countryside beyond is now the redundancy test. Following consideration of the
various options we consider policy in Green Belts should be brought into line
with that in the wider countryside. We do not believe that diversification by
farmers should be made more difficult in Green Belt. Accordingly we do not
consider the continued use of the redundancy test is appropriate. Where
agricultural buildings are being re-used for nom-agricultural purposes we
recommend that permitted development rights for future agricultural buildings
on the holding should be removed [3.28-3.38).

10, The category of institutions in extensive grounds is considered to be
outdated, inapproprite 1o Green Belt, and subject 1o problems of
defirition.

Wide-ranging views demonstrated difficulties with the concept. Allowing a
new nstitution in Green Belt was seen as inapproprate as, in its effects, it
could be little different to a Bl business use. There were also difficultiss in
defining an ingtitution, for example how far it should be for a private as
opposed to a public purpose. Much difficulty surrounded the issue of what
comprise extensive grounds. Costly legal procesdings have not served to
clanfy the concept. We propose that institutions should no longer be regarded
as an appropriate Green Belt use, The instintional re-use of existing buildings
would fall within the terms of current building re-us¢ policy generally [3.39-
3.44].

11.  Special attention should be givern 1o existing employment sites in Green
Belis.

In all Green Belts there are employmant sites located in the open countryside
or washed over senlements. Most local authorities wish to protect such
sources of employment, and allow for reasonable expansion requirements,
Employment uses are howsver regarded as inappropriate in the Green Belt.
Any approvals must be justified by very special circumstances. Where local
authorities have sought to include policies in district-wide local plans these
have been rejected by the Department. A Iocal authority wishing to allow for
cmployment changes should consider the following; first, specification of the

v
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el comssemes W e opbed 10 any dzvelopment approved in the
s Bl womnd meewalise e smpiovment inset; or third, ensuring that any

rvcicpmns of S sor Ghogic Snprove the visual amemities of the Green
Bk sdues TESC B mak- = cosTee contridution to-the management of
Sees Bek wnd  Semiw seovraoms (ucur in guidence in Scotland relating to

I The st seopesas or Fgrk and Ride car parks should be

eee w3 smomg fmcimg e Goeen Bely pdance should tike a view on the

acressme mumter of Park and Bade proposdis coming forwanl There are
SFeseny vwn, Pt Park snd Ride schemed could be regarded as cleardy
eem Bat g g0 ancillary o the normal road system, with the
f smcoursginz people 1o wensfer from cars. o public

sy Abermanvely ey could be se2n as inappropriate dus to their impact
pesoess very special CIUUMSIANcEs Deing required 10 be established. A

e v whach was recommendad 23 the preferred basic approach, was to
omify sach oes donng locsl plan preparation, putting em forward as

— B - e
i i = o

i pumber of guthorines kave sought o defing and list the very special
circumsmances in which sey would deparr from Green Belt policy in

"
LR PV E 47

A ooy elearky lsting 2l appropriate Green Belt uses would be a benefit to

&

derizion-makers, PPG 2 advises against Iocal sutharities preparing policies for
exceptional circomstances as these Croic & DEW round of difficuldes in
interpretation, and can raisc false expectations among epplicants. Although the
Department itself bas written guidance on very special circumstances for low
cost housing and hospital sites this runs similar nisks. Many local authorities,
for example, disliks the advics on low cost housing becausc they consider it
creates now ambigoitics and room for dispute [3.9-3.11; 3.69].

it iv recommended that;

B6 The basic ditstinction between inset and washed over settlements in
Green Belts, referred to in Clrcular 50/57, should be retained [3.2-3.7].

R.7  Where infill is o be allowed in small washed over settlements ‘infill
boundaries’ should be defined in plans, Such infill would therefore
constitute appropriate development within the Green Belt [3.2; 3.7],

R&  The difference of ireatment of existing employment uses in washed over
vetilements and Green Belts insety should be made clear [3.7].
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R9

R0

Ril

R.12

R.I3

R.14

Local authorities showld normally be allowed to include specific policies
on dwelling extensions and alterations, replocement dwellings, and
outdoor sport and recreation (including golf courzes, driving ranges and
eguestrian activities) in Green Belts in development plans [3.17-3.20;
3.68].

The PPCG 3 policy relating to the special circumstances in which Green
Belt sites may be released for housing jor local needs showld be

monitored in terms of the amount ard Hpe of sires involved and
conditions [3.24].

The redundancy test in respect of the re-use of existing buildings in
(Freen Belts should he removed, bui a policy should be introduced 1o
muke it normal for permitted development rights o be removed by
condition in any approvals given where farm buildings are involved
[3.28-3.38]

The PPG 7 safeguardy relating to the re-use of buildingy in the
countryside generally should be re-affirmed for Green Helts [3.28-3.38].

The impact of approvals for the re-use af buildings under PPG 7 should
be monitored in rerms af how far they are compromising the openness
and visual amenitizs of the Green Belt and the countryside beyond, and
how far they are assisting the local economy [3.28-3.38].

Farm diversification proposals should be encouraged within the
parameters of R.11 and R.12 [3.33-3.381

R.15 Instgions standing in extensive grounds should be deleted as an

RIT

appropriate land wse in Green Belte. The institutional re-use gf existing
buildings would fall within recommendations R.I1 and R.12, New
instinational Buildings wonld require to be justified in very special
circumstances where a non-Green Belr site was unavailable [3.39-
344

Development plan policies should state that where development Is
approved in the Green Belt, including alterations to the size amd
appearance af existing buildings, the scheme will contain provisions 1o
improve the landscape, enhance viswal amenity and support the
achievement of open lond objectives (3.46-3 48],

Development plan policies showld state that where proposals for the
redevelopment of existing employment uses present the opportunity,
development control should aim to reduce the visual impact, and off-sive
traffic flows, related to future use [3.46-3.48],
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§ary eEpeears Sl ST malioF Tites are ﬂfrﬂ-ﬁ-ﬁﬂﬂf oF fﬁgiﬂﬂﬂj
ey S En el OF given 10 creating Green Belt inseils
) _tl- .;. =

| cal eumierines showkd sdenny SURS jor Park and Ride car parks in
Srelopemer phows. seebxg slrercuions 1o Green Belt boundaries if
e in approved Green Belts would be
e o ey el S CRGERC 65, applicants being required to show

ey St CERuhle mie OUESSE INE iroen Belt was available [3.61].
P [clima sesst o= M SK i in the Green Bell if there is no
pram—— T Green Belr [3.63]-

E2] The phrose ST o5 soowpprist 1o 3 rurdl areq’ in para 14 of FPG

7 shouid be replaced 5y the more sppropriare phrase "ew buildings
sacilliary 10 Opem B3I of LR IR che Green Belr' [3.64].

B2 Developmen: plgns SROWG nor refer o Specific Very special
roupntians el tn whick developmens would oé rontemplated in Green
Bals (3.9-3.11; 309

Urban Fringe and Open Land

14, The funcrions performed by open land in Green Belts should be
recognised in the guidance and should be listed as Green Belt
objecrives.

15. Problems of generating sufficient resources for the envirormental
improvement of damaged land in Green Belts have led 10 proposals for
“onabling' development.

Grmn‘ﬁtltpu!icymdmcsﬂmmupnfuranﬁmmmlhﬂpmmmﬂn
conjunction with new development, cxcept through the balancing proccss
accompanying the establishment of very special circumstances at :
Hmreveuugg:mmatnmsmmpﬁmﬂybudaﬁmd in Green Belis
where different “enabling’ policies should apply, would appear o confuse the
Green Belt concept and reduce its effectivencss. Such land would better be
excluded from Green Bels in development plans in the apsence of sufficient

pon-private respurces for their improvement [4.11-4.13].

viii
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16.  There is scope for using planning conditions to gecure environmental
objecrives in Green Belts.

Although development is severely limited in Green Belts, 2 wide range of land
use changes are approved each year, as the development control scan
illostrates. These can include proposals for the re-use of buildings for
industrial and office purposes and a range of leisure-related schemes. In
negotiations with applicants planners should address issues of enhancing the
environment of the Green Belt as part of such schemes [4.20: 3.75].

17.  There is some scope for using planning obligations 1o secure
enviranmenial improvements in Green Belts,

Where development affecis a resource present on-site, authoritics may
negotiate equivalent off-site benefits, Where development is approved local
authorities should seek to negotiate landscape and open land improvements.
Acceptable development near to Green Belts may assist in funding Green Belt
environmental improvements, but only if the need arises as a direct result of
the proposed development [4.21].

It is recommended thar:
R.23 The following objectives of Green Belts should be listed in guidance:

* io promote the use of land for outdonr sport and recreation [4.7-
4.23-4.25]:

* o retain and improve landscapes near to where people live [4.26]-

*  to enhance and improve damaged and develict land in the urban
fringe, and secure the nature conservation interest [4.27-4.28],

R.24  Significant development or redevelopment of land which occurs in the
Green Belt should demonstrate benefits for the emvironment and
landscape of the Green Belt. Such provisions should, in particular,
apply o new consenis for minerals, the tipping of waste, and road and
ather infrasiructure developments or improvements [4.8; 4.20-4.21].

R25 Community Forests in Green Belis should continue o work within
Green Belt policies [4.14-4.19],

R.26 Use of the principle of enabling development 1o fund environmental
improvements showld not be allowed in approved Green Beits [4.12-
4 131

.27 Where development occurs on sites adjeining Green Belts, gither in
suburban areas or by infilling and rounding off within setilements inset
in the Green Beli, developers could contribute by agreement to

i
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e mervement or treé planting both on-site and on
asarmEwy W eed sor such fmprovements would have to arise
o = Srpe reswls o the proposed development [4.21).

Sk The some ame Soer of emvironmental improvemant which have been
e im saecianion wit planning permisgions in the wrban fringe
s e Bobn showls Be Aurther investigated {4211,

P el TR
Eecenmomal corcwmstancer or the alieration of approved Green Eelts
o rructare Diams Rdve most Ofen Deen substantiared for employment-

e ENTRE
Some of the excapbions agread in stucwiec plahs weoro already agreed in
Begional Cuidancs: others were argued more: locally- Most refer o hagh

E 5

eniry, well-incaed siies. muwnded for high technology or other ‘leading
sdge’ firms. The Department has challenged the number, size and location af
cuck sites whare local suthorities have imterpreted the puidance over-
zanzrousty. It would appear counterproductive for local authoritics 1o specify
what ‘exceptional circumstances’ might be in policies in structure plans. Local
authorities shoeld, however, set out to demonstrats exceptional circumstances
if they wish to alter boundaries in & structure plan, and not merely argue that
the normal process of review can allocate new supplies of land. Changes ©
Girpen Belt boundaries should be considersd in relation to structore plan
slteration and replacement, and not first at districe plan level. General policies
which allow almost continoous small-scale review of boundaries should also
not be allowed as these devalue the concept [5.5-5.14].

9. Srructure plan policies allowing for the general small-scale alteration
of Green Belt boundaries by districts, as part of the local plan process,
are not accepiable,

The argument advanced in favour of such policies is that there is a level of
CGireen Belt boundary ahteration which is not of strectural importance, Whilst
minor techmical adjustments, to ellow for appeal decisions and drafting errors
are clearly acceptable, there is 2 sk, if such policies were accepted, that
Green Belt policy would proceed entirely by continaous ‘nibbling’ at short-
term policy reviews [5.8].

1A
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0. Where exceprional circumstances have beer demonstrated in altering a
Green Belt boundary in o structure plan, it may be wrnecessary o
require disirices o alio prove exceprional circumstances for the release
af land on a sfte by sire basis.

This argument surrounds what it is necessary to prove to secure the alteration
af_anagnwdﬂmenﬂ:ltbﬁmdnryinnlmnlplm If the circumstance is a
“uling on & district housing land total, which all paries at the EIP accept
implies Green Belt changes, a general Jocational steer for the disrict in the
sructure plan may be appropriate. Also the district should only have to show
that the sites chosen are better than other sites in the dismrict (see para 9 of
PPG 2) not that there are exceptional circumstances independent of those
demonstrated in the structure plan. This situation may occur in future as
baundaries in some district-wide plans reguire alteration [5.9].

-l There is a need to ser owl the criteria to be satisfied for the
establishment of new Green Belts, or major extensions to existing ones.

Propesals for new Green Belts continoe to be made, However Green Belrs
znould be seen as a policy instrument to be used only exceptionally, when
other development control policies have proved inadequate. They should fulfill
rezn Belt purposes.  Authorities should assess how sppropriate soch s
measure would be to the problems of the locality concemed, and how far
crcumstances had changed rendering an alteration to existing policy necessary.
Chear cvidence should be sought by the Department on these points [5.11-

C L

-2 There is a Strong case for making safeguarded land (‘white land'), or
its equivalent, a normal requirement in development plans.

Crilv one haelf of the local asthorities studied had white land or its equivalent
o plans, although the number proposing to include white land in new district
pizns was higher. It 1s impartant in terms of sustainable development o have
i long-term view on the direction of development in localities. This should
1lso 2id infragtructure provision and the negotiation of community benefits.
4 new emphasis on avoiding town cramming, put forward in advice in PPG
* and a concern to protect urban gresnspace, suggests development outzide
sxisong urban boundaries may be the most suitable opdon in some
circumstances. The need to minimise trevel also seggests that mixed use
venpherel or commidor developments, well related to public transport routes,
=:v provide the opportunity to minimise the growth of maffic and
oompanying emissions. Where no white land had been included in plans
w2l suthorities regretted its absence, There would appear no advantage in
oacing a specific time peried, in terms of years, on the phrase ‘long term'.
=owzver, it would be most useful if the phrase referred w well beyond the
sien period [5.13.5.25].
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23 e e of e zomems o ol poiicies o be applied in, white land

Coowar [A%S e me e sormal processes of development control will
moiy = v i Adwes 1 Circnlae S50f57 sugpesit a mode]l policy
shehy e s lasd s presonpoon should be applied as in the Green Belt.
Howewer S Dese=ment does oot now favour ‘presumphion against’ policies
smmade e Geres Bel Sosse suthoniges prefer a development control policy
shich soresss o dewelopment should occur which would prejudice later
comeeshemrer dewelooment Whits land should be capable of developmerit
¢ mesded = e medies =rn Folicias in the interim should protect valuable
wikdide and landscane fosteses and racreational access. Such land should be
serll melaned w0 mfrescructore and 2xisting end planned public ransport facilities

& Whers excepdonal circamstgnces for the alteration of Green Belis have
Been subsianiiased in smucmre plans these should not need to be
sstablished again ar site level [3.9],

.30 Where new Green Belts are being proposed local authorities would
need 1o demaonstrate what major changes in circumstances had made the
adoption af this exceptional measure necessary, and why normal
development control or other policies would not be adequate [5.11-
S I2]

R.3! Green Belt boundaries should be regarded as enduring well beyond the
plan period. The provision of safeguarded land would be a normal
requirement in development plans for Green Belts, unless local
authorities could demonstrate where development would be located over
the succeeding owenty years [5.19-525].

R.32 If a local authority is not proposing to provide white land in its plan it
should justify the circumstances that have led to this decision [5.19-
5.25].

R.33 Development control pelicy in white land should siate that no
development should occur which would prejudice later comprehensive
development. Policies should, in particular, protect valuable wildlife
and landscape feamres, and existing access for recreation [5.24],

R.34 White land should be well related to existing and planned infrasiructure
including public transport facilifies [5.24].
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Transport and Vehicle Emissions

-+ Conwined panerns of development can support policies which are
desighed to reduce the need 1o travel

The lerature reviewed, and expert opinion, suggests containment policies can
#5110 crealing more sustainable pasterns of development. The influence of
=nd use planning is likely to be long-term. Shorter term reductions in the
srowth of pollution are more fikely through public transport enhancement, and
“o<7 measures as the pricing of road and car parking space. Green Belts are
moorant because they control costly private car-dependent sprawl, creating
compact forms of development, thus minimizing the distances between
somvities [6.9-6.13].

- Green Belis allow issues of the relative concentration or dispersal of
activities at the sub-regional level, and their transport implications, o
be clearly addressed.

Seczuze most Green Belts cover a number of local authority areas they can
mrizment decisions made on the balance between urban intensification,
sericheral development and additions to small freestanding towns and villages
= zub-regional level. Scotiish Office advice makes this sub-regional role more
=xziwit than advice in England, stating that in defining Green Belts anthorities
soould relate the demand for all forms of development to a long-term
srizment strategy for the plan area [6,14-6.16].

=t Where there is @ reguirement for the development of greenfield sites,
principles of sustainable development may conflict with policies for the
retention af existing Green Belt boundaries.

T Grzzn Belt boundaries gre too tight, in the absence of urban infill new
ewzlopment will be pushed beyond them. If Green Belts are too wide the
Zaunes between actvites will be unnecessarily increased. The result will be
waz2ful exira joumeys, often by private car. Given these problems, well-
contsined wrban peripheral developments and, occasionally, free-standing
wil:ments along public transport corridoes within and beyond city fringes,
=2+ Do the preferred *models’. If principles of sustainability are to be given
grezter importance in the foture then the re-drawing of the inner boundaries of
some Oreen Belts may be necessary. These principles will need to extend to
@ Jefinition of white land [6.14-6.17].

.t i1 recommended that:
225 Local awthorities showld take accoumt of the need to promote

sustainable parterns of developmenr when drawing up Green Belr
boundaries in development plany [6,14-6.17].
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R.36 The boundaries of white land should also create the potential for

R.37

R.38

compaet forms of development well-relared to public transport [6.14-
6.181.

Green Belt boundaries should represent the ouicaome of a considered
fudgement on the sustainability attributes of development tn urban
areas, development beyond the Green Belt, or development by addifions
to towns arid villages within it [6.14-6.16].

The possibility of freestanding new settlements located along very high
quality public fransport corridors in the Green Belt should be evaluated
in deciding on settlement sirategies [6.17].

xiw
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2.28

Preserving the Special Character of Historic Towns

This purpose has always been mere sparingly deployed. In the late 1950s
vork, Chester, Oxford and Cambridge, a group of compact small citis with
special character subject to high development pressurcs, instigated Gresn Belt
policies. In 1988 the guidance added ‘historic” to the purpose, thas making
clear that new proposals around smaller settlements penerally were not
welcomad. Currently Norwich is secking a new Green Belt using the special
charscter argument and, in the last 15 years, coverage has been extended in
greas such as Harrogate and Lancaster.

An analysis of policies relating to historic towns suggests that Green Belt has
had various rationales, 1t has been used in different sitnations to:

= protect the green and open fabric of such cities, kecping open extensive
belts of land which form important parts of the setting of town centres,
neighbourhoods or groups of buildings; .

» protect gateways, by keeping open approaches to a city, and providing a
clear definition of town and coontry;

« protect the wider setring of a city. This may comprise, as in the case of
Oxford, keeping open aréas of higher ground which provide a green
background to the City, and help give it a distinctive character; and

«  seek control over the size of a city, with a view 0 influencing the level af
activity which requoires to be sceommodated in its historic core, thus
protecting the character.

Tn Oxford the special character arguments have been combined with the other
two classic purposes of Green Belt set out in Circular 42/55. The Explanatory
Memorandum to the 1987 Structure Plan gives the rationale well:

... the special character of Oxford ... means not just the University heritage
arcas and the views of the ‘dreaming spires’ from outside the City, but a
much broader coneept including the countryside around the City, the
Cherwell and Thames floodplains and the relationship of adjoining
settlements to the City. Character also includes a concopt of the overall
scale of activity in the City, since any considerable growth of the City will
generate more activity, more traffic and pressures for further development
whtahmarﬂ all likely to threaten the nature, character and setting of the
City".

This presents the interpretation that the Green Belt instrument can directly
affect the overall scale of activity in the City., In the case of York the City
Council sees the protection of the green wedges which run into the heart of the
City as the critical element in preserving its historic character, The boundary
- these areas should be inalienable in contrast to some parts of the outer edges

18
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© == toitup area where policy is more & matter of managing urban form,
= semness of boundaries in these outer areas would depend on long-term
-}

sreen Eelts and Environmental Capacity

“8e cueston of how far the policy should be used to limit the size of cities
soelnz W o3 notion of environmental capacity has gained importance
=c==ty. In comments on the Oxfordshire Structure Flan the Department
segzesed Usxdford ‘may have reached its Hmits®, and that there was only very
w=wC scope for further growth., This has been reitemied in the case of
esmsr where the Cheshire Replacement Structure Plan approval letter states

Thester may, if its historic character is to be maintained, be reaching the
s of its growth' ™

“he spproval process of the Cheshire Structure Plan pave an oppartunity for
2 mumber of these issnes to be debated. The County and District proposed the
wmzrztion of the Green Belt on the southern and northemn edges of Chester to
s=wz.00 320 hectares for industry, offices and housing. Table 2.7 summarises

e vzfious proposals.
Tzble 2.7 The Chester Proposals

Structure EIF Panel Depariment
Plan Approved
==
smoldvment 210 ha 150 ha 100 ha
=l
F=ellinps 7,800 7,100 6,100
fend from 320 ha 100 ha none
zraen belt

source: EIP Panel Report and Structure Plan approval letter

The Examination in Poblic Panel summarised the issues in their report. Those
proposing the highest rate of growth saw the City as having an international
profile. Marketing the City as an attractive place to live and work had brought
increased prosperity and economic activity, There was a need for a greater
number of jobs in the North West Region. A continuation of this process, it
was argoed, would also provide for local needs by diversifying the
employment base. Although such a strategy would have conseguences for the
Green Belt the resulting demands would be manageable. The extra
infrastructure provided with the new development, notably a new section of
ring road, would avoid unacceptable twraffic demands on the historic core of the
City. A more buoyant growth sitwation would help sustain conservation of the
historic core by providing greater resources. The counter arguments suggested
that development would increase the level of activity in the City and do

19
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2.32

2.33

irretrievable harm to its historic core, ERma increases i spaffic, and
redevelopment activity i the cenire could result. A Tprec agtionary approech’
shovld be taken by the Jocal authorities if the effects of exme growi could not
be predicted with cErtainty.

The Examination in Public Panel felt it was inappropridie for Chester 10
assume what amounied to ¢ Regional role in growth promotion. They
concluded that the proposels in the Structare Plan were nat pompatble with
preserving the historic character of Chestel, and therefore proposcd a
continuation of development at broadly past raies {see Table 2.7). This would
have involved the release of three non-strategic, Green Belt sites. In the final
approval letter, however, the Department took 8 more restrictive view
suggesting hat, with present information, it was doubtiul whethes releasing
more land could be accomplished without demaging the historic cenmt, o
harming the character of he City as @ whole. Table 7.8 lists the way the
Department NIErprees Green Belt purposes in the Chester arsg.

Table 2.8: Roles of the Green Belt Around Chester

1. ‘The Grezn Belt of Nord Chestiire and the Wirrel has played an impariant ol
in supporting urosn regensration in Grester Manchester and Merseyzide”.

7. ‘Chester's Green Bell has an smportant mole in maintaining the separation of
cettlements’ ... especially berween Chester and Ellesmers Port

a_ ¢ and of preventng the spread of development imE Open couniryside’

4, “The Chestes Gﬁmﬂﬂthmmaiﬂﬂﬂﬂ]ﬁmvﬂﬂnnfﬂfcgumﬂwrﬁsmic
City, both s setting as & whols and jts special chEracter, particularty that of its
central core’.

ggures: Department of the Envifonment approval letier.”

The basic problemn is that many of the links in the arguments being made were
not conclusively supported by evidence. Tt proved difficult 1o make irrcfutable
Hks between the scale and rate of peripheral development proposed, and its
impact on the historic core of the City. How far the concept of ‘epvironmental
capacity’, inwoduced by e Council for the Protection of Rural England and
English Heritage, could be trenglaed into an opersble decision-making
structure, was also anclear®  The likely impact of traffic management
measures proposed by the Tocal anthorities was not sufficient (o convince those
vetting the Flan that the precaEtionary principle should not prevail.  Fuorther
work on what constiues e special characier of the City, and its ability 0
absorh growth, was recommended by the Panel.
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234 The role of the Gresn Belt in prowecting the character and identify of historic

235
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2.37

towns, by maintaining important green wedgss and open land providing clear
definition between wwn and country, has & well-established pm Green
Belt boundaries around historic citi=s are particularly tight, and foture
development requirements have been assessed conservatively. It is less clear
how far peripheral restraint is necessadly linked to the more effective
conservation of their historic core areas, In the case of Oxford, for example,
despite more than firm Green Belt restraints there has been comsiderable
growth in reteil and office floorspace over the past fiftesn vears. The level of
vehicle penetration to the historic core has however remained similar For
twenty years despitc more than o 30 per ceni incresss in car ownership
nationally. This has been achieved by a waffic restraint policy and the
mtroduction of a Park and Ride system. Peripheral restraint has acted as a
backeloth to these more inierventionist transport measures.,

Assizting Urban Regeneration

Aszisting urban regencration was introduced as a purpose of Green Belts
following the House of Commons Environment Select Committee inquiry in
1984, MPs at that time agreed with the Creater Manchester Council that °...
Green Belt, originally conceived as a way of containing growth, has now
become essentdal to dealing with the problems of decline...'® Green Belis
would have partculer justification where derslict land in urban areas continued
to be created end not effectively rs-used. However it was never intended that
Green Belis would “deliver’ urban repeneration on their own, Other
complementary policies, poing well bevond the denial of some land and sites
on urban peripheries, would be required.

In this situation the wrm ‘urban regeneration' has mssumed & veriery of
meanings dependent on the local authority involved, In some cases it may be
the intention of focusing on some form of economic priority area in the inner
ciry. Por others it may involve securing the redevelopment of brown land in
urban areas generally, before greenfield sites are utilized. It may also imply
that by denying some choices on the urban periphery developers will restrict
their attention to land allocated in plans, or to mome actively seeking out
redevelopment and re-use possibilitiss within urban arezs. In practice the
attraction of jobs may be regarded by local suthoritics as more important than
any land development objective per se. No studies have been carmied out to
test the hypothesis that firn comtainment has specific effects in assisting
regeneration, although in the West Midlends it i3 accepted as a requirement for
effective monitoring of the Regional Strategy,

The geography and admimstrative complexity of ¢ity regions also make &ny
analysis of the outcomes of this aspeet of policy difficole. The denial of
development opportunities al the whban fringe 15 more likely to lead to the
development of sites with similar attribuies in other parts of the outer city,
This may involve leap-frogging beyond the Green Belt, or development by
intensification of uses in towns inset within it. The inner city, it has been
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THE PERMANENCE OF GREEN BELTS

The Current Guidance

Questions of permanence, and the circumstances in which Green Belts may be
adjusted, remain contentous. Much time is spent in negotiation betwesn the
Regional Offices of the Department and local authorities on issues such as how
far safegparded land, sometimes termed 'white land’, should be provided
between urban arcas and the Green Belt for long-term needs. Some of our
consultees. saw the corment Guidance as insufficiently clear or detailed to
govern the process of sccommodation between Covemnment, local authorities
and other groups, which ardving at an agreed Green Belt boundary involves.

The current wording of policy can be traced back to discussions in the House
of Commons Environment Commitice in 1984, Guidancs in FPG 2 states;

... the essential characteristic of Green Belts is their permanence and their
protection must be maintained as far as can be seen ahead’.

Aleerations to the peneral extent of a Green Belt, once approved, should only
pecur if ‘exceptional circumstinces’ can be demonstrated by the local
authority. Similarly, boundaries in approved local plans or earlier development
plans should only be altered ‘exceptionally’. No elaboration is given of what
might comprise exceptional circum$tances.

Green Belis are long-term. When drawing up new, or revised, development
plans local authosities should engure that Green Belt proposals:

‘... should be related to a timescale which is longer that normally adopted
for other aspects of the plan’.

The test of the long term nature of & Green Belt in & local plan is also put
forward:

‘... the local authority should be able to demonstrate that Green Belt
boundares will not necessanly need to be altered at the end of the plan
period, In some cases this will mean safeguarding land between the urban
areg and the Green Belt which may be mequired to meet longer-term
development needs’ {(Authors' emphasis).

Circular 14/84 says that such land should be projected by the normal processes
of development contral.
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5.6

n

The House of Commons Environment Committes inguiry in 1984 pointed to
the potential confusion between the idea of permanence and the notion of a
long-term policy extending an indefinite time beyond the end date of 4 plan.
Green Beits were not seen, by any of those giving evidence, as literally
permanent or immutable. They were regarded as a creating a presumption
against development for an indefinite period. This implies that when a Green
Belt 15 defined in a plan, it should endure as far ahead as can be foreseen, and
that there should be no prospect of changing the designation. The security of
a Oreen Belt would also be enhanced if sofficient development land for
predicted long-torm needs can be shown to exist in the vicinity.?

Exceptional Clrowmstances

Our consultess basically agreed with the Environment Commutiee approach to
permanence. None suggested Green Belts wers immutable.  There wens
circumstances, it was suggested, in which Green Belts covld be altered. Most
stressed the need w consider alterations within the process of development
plan preperation and review. A nomber of local guthorites interviewed wanted
further advice on what might constitute exceptional circumstances. AL presant
the local authority makes & ressoned case in a strocture plan aleration or
replacement.  The Examination in Public Pancl then forms a view. The
diseretion to decide what constitute exceptional circumstances resides with the
Secretary of State who may altér the policies in the plan. In this way the
national interest in sustaining the policy, and its consistency, 1s managed.

Within our case stady areas there are & number of examples where exceptional
circemstances have been argued. The main triggers for proposcd changes have
been changed economic circumstances (particolarly the need for attractive
greenfield sites for cmployment porposes), sub-regional growth demands (for
example, in conjunction with development near airports), and demands for new
housing, More locally, infilling to new by-pass roads has also canscd some
proposals for change. The Deparrment has accepted a number of specific
propositions, but not the visw that exceptional circumstances justify a general
re-assessment of the boundaries of an approved Green Belr across a whole
Couonty.

The outcomes of & number of recent cases are listed in Table 5.1, The main
reasons for proposed deletions have been economic circumstances, such as sub-
regional growth related 1o Gatwick Adrport (land in Surrey), regional BCOTOIIC
imbalance (Dartford, Kent) and shortages of land for high technology-related
jobs (Cambridge). In the West Midlands a range of high quality sites have
been released from the Green Belt, and the same has occumed in Wakefield,
In Hertfordshire four significant proposals for deletions from approved Creen
Belt have been handled through the Structare Plan process. The need for
housing land is more difficult to argue &s an exceptional circumstance than
other uses. In the case of Sievenags (Hertfordshire) land was deleted from the
Green Belt because there was ne white land in the District, whilst in Dacorum
a proposal to release land on the edge of Hemel Hempstead was rejected, the
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Table 5.1: Exceptional Circumstances in Structure Flans

ATERUDEDL
Proposed Green Belt Deletions

uniquely extensive mea of
plasshouze ﬁuﬂmn

ma allowsoce for long-teris
development peeds, kousing

housing, needs of Distact

A cdwellings on low density
housing erea, infrastrmctnme
imprmvemenls, probéct areas
of conservalion Impaortance
elsewhere, Grange Estole

Proposed Grreen Belr Addiiors

sncioechment into the couniryside;

coalgscente

coalepcence, protect counryside,
corirel expansion of Mackyate;
regenerabion of Luisa

contral expanzion of Roysion

contrel growth of Alderholt,
coabssceree apuamdnt

manage growib o relation ©
Sranstesd Airport; of Bishaps
Sioriford

Chtfers

abortage of land and sites
with potential for high tech
{ndustry waocksied with
Uiniversity

nchaeving balonos hetween Sasl
mnd west of Region, changed
circumetaness, mixad uses

sub-regional prowth oeeds
aesociabed with Gabwick
grawth, lack of alternative
aness o longer-tecm large
scabe development

Source: Strochire Plan Approval Letiers

86

ared

Broxbonrme

Etevemape

Drc0rEmn

Bost Darest
Drarsst

Enst Dharset
Drorset

East Herts

Ciry of Cambridge
Cambridgeshine

Fame

Surrey

QUICCImE

accephed, 19EH
Sinecture Plan

accepied, 10HE
Structure Plan

not pecepaed, 1988
Errvetisre Flan

il wcoopted, 1990
South Esst Dorset

Alteubon

oot accepted, 1992
First Alierotion

oot agcepled
1992 Fimt Alteration

ot accepled,
1988 Structare
Plan

not vel decided

socepted, with large
mren of white land,
198% Structare Flan

accepied,
Reglacement
Smuciure Plan
1980

ascapted, Struclure
ﬁjl.n;ﬁnn L%
accepted, 1989

Struciune Flan,
First Alserainn
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Department stating ‘... the fact that there is pressure for development does not
constitute the exceptional circumstances which warrant altering the Green
Belt'? However, where housing needs cannot be sccommodated entirsly
within existing urban boundaries, some revisions o Green Belts in local plans
have been accepted. Development in Scouth Staffordshire in the early 1980s,
and on the southern edge of Mecclesfigld, may be prominent cases here*

Some Authorities, such as Cheshire and Hertfordshire, have sought policies
which would allow the small-scaks revision of Green Belt boundaries, as part
of the local plan prepamation process.  The view 18 that these are maliers
which are not of structural importance. Whilst allowing minor technical
adjustments, to teke @ccount of appeal decisions or drafting errors, the
Department have not been prepared to accept there is a small-scale level of
adjustment which can be allowed as a peneral rule, and which is left o local
discretion. ‘The dangers of acceptance would be the risk of continuous
nibbling at Green Belt in short-term policy reviews. Judgements on how far
alterations proposed in District Local Plans may be regarded as of structural
importance will continue to be made, in the last resort, by Regional Offices of
the Department, in the absence of more precise puidance,

Current guidance sugpgests that Green Belt boundaries in approved local plans
can be altered only exceptionally.” This has been interpreted as a requirement
at the dismict level to justify exceptional circumstances on a site by site basis,
The sitpation is now arising where development requirements, agreed in a
Structure Plan, are accepted by all parties to imply the alteration of Green Belt
boundaries in a specific district at the next review of the local plan. In this
circumstance, the district is being asked to prove exceptional circumstances
when it is, in effect, merely searching its urban boundaries and development
insets for the least environmentally-demaging sites. In South Staffordshire this
situation has cceurred following epproval of the Strocture Plan in 1990, What
i5 being sought is assurance that there are no reasonable alternatives (o the
gltcration of the Green Belt, by developing other sites in towns or villages
contained by and beyond the Green Belt. This follows the advice in PPG 2.

Priorities for land release, when development requirements have been
established, are lsted in the West Midlands Regional Guidance, They state:

* as much development as possible, subject to other policies, should be on
sites within the present built-up areas;

= for development which has to be outside the preseat buili-up arcas, as
much as possible shoold be in areas not covered by Green Belt policics;

= for development which cannot be located in the above two categores, as
much as possible should be accommodated through the careful drawing
of Green Belt boundaries in arsas where they have not yet been fully
defined either in adopted locs! plans or development plans;
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5.11

5.12

* pnly If a deficiency remains should alterations be contemplated to Green
Belt boundanes which have alraady been defined in adopted local plans or
the former development plans.’

These priorities appear an acceptable way forward which could be usefully
deployed in other areas.

New Green Relts

Although not specifically stated in goidance, it is also necessary for local
authorities to prove exceptional circumstances for new Green Belts. This is
becanse Green Belt policy has always been regarded as a special one, with its
unigee presumption against development Experence of past cases suppests
anthorities are required 1o establish why the normal processes of development
control are not sufficient to secure their current development intentions, It
may be concluded that development pressures are not sufficient 10 necessitate
Green Belt. These were the basic points made in the Depariment's recent
rejection of the proposal for a Green Belt around Hull, in Cleveland, and in the
rejection of 4 100 sq km extension of Green Belt in East Hertfordshire, boeth
in 19927 Given the technical and political difficulties in altering Green Belts,
once confirmed, Authorities have been asked how far introdoction of the policy
will unnecessarily restrict futare room for manoeuvrs, and whether other
policies could achieve the same results. In response Authorities cite the
simplicity, robusmess and enforceability of the Green Belt as a2 policy
instrument, and its ability to sccure its objectives over the longer-term.  This
inter-generational element, for example the promise of protecting the scale and
seiting of a historic city for the foresccable future, has a powerful appeal 1o
planners and locally-elected representatives.

In the case of the recent proposal o creats a new Green Belt around Norwich,
the Eastern Region Office considered the following issves should be addressed

by the parties:

» the scale of changes (changed circumstances) since the last review of the
Structure Plan, which might justify the policy being introduced at this tme;

=  whether the adverse effects of cument development and other trends are
those which the Green Belt instrument is designed to counter;

« whether other policies would be appropriate, especially given the
importance artached to approved policies in development plans in the 1991
Act; and

e  whether Green Belt would be too inflexible, compromising other

objectives, such as those of allocating a ready supply of industrial and
other development land.*
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5.13

.14

5.15

Future proposals for new Green Belts should be tested against the above
critcria.

Safeguarded Land and Long-Term Needs

Only six of the sixteen Districts studicd had safeguarded land (white land) in
formally adopted plans. As progress is made in UDPs and district-wide local
plans, a greater number of Authorities are introducing such land (see Tahble
5.2). The overall impression, however, iy that most local authorities would
prefer to rely on the possible alteration of Gresn Belts cach time their plans
are reviewed, thus avoiding the use of the safeguarded land mechanism. There
are two basic situations here:

* where the Stucture Plan states that the Green Beli is long-term (that is, is
intended to apply for longer than the plan period), but this does not
necessitate the definition of safeguarded land on the inner edge of the
Green Belt; and

* where the long term concept sogpests that safeguarded land wilf be

required, becanse the capacity for redevelopment and intensification in
urban arcas is limited.

Table 5.2: Safeguarded Land in Local Plans: Case Study Districts *

in adopied in plan
plans proposals
no 10 1
yes f G

* England only

Examples of the former situation inclode Wolverhampton and Enfield, where
it i8 argued that the redevelopment of sites within the orban envelope will
suffice for local nesds. Shefficld does not have safepuarded land in its
approved Groen Belt Subject Plan of 1983, Local policy makers would now
like to have the room for manoeuvre that safepuarded land would hawve
provided, Bamsley has no safepuarded land, it being argued that the Distrct
hag plenty of land allocated for development and not taken vp. In many ways
the Green Belt is the ‘real counmryside” which remains.

In South East Dorsat it was accepted that development requirements to 2001
counld be accommodated within urban arsas. It is stated:

g9
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5.16

5.17

5.18

... He ... (the Secretary of Statc) ... considers that the present boundaries
of the Green Belt should be broadly maintained and does not accept the

Fanul'g view that land should be safeguarded for development after
2001°,

The approved plan dees not refer to long-term neads, but states that the built-
up area of Boumemouth-Pools cannct continue to expand, and that the inner
boundary of the Green Belt will therefore be regarded as its definitive limit for
the foreseeable future. The relevant policy states that the inner boundary of
the Green Belt “will generally follow the edge of the main urban aren’.'" The
Draft Verwood Local Plan (1991} interprets this policy as generally precluding
the provision of ‘white land’ to allow for future outward growth around the
edses of the built-up area beyond the Plan period.”

Where safeguarded land, or its equivalent, is provided the geidance statcs that
normal development controls should be applied, and development plans should
clearly state what the policies for such land are.” Table 5.3 gives examples
of policy wordings adopted and proposed in plans. In Wakefield the arcas of
‘Presumption Against Development’ (PADY) are seen as land which may be
required to meet longer-term development needs. As long as adequate supplies
of allocated land remain the PAD land will not be regarded as potential
development land. The 388 hectares of FAD lang, if developed at past rates,
would last 25-30 years. In Macclesfisld the circumstances of possible release
of proposed “‘Unallocated Land” are listed as:

» @areview of the Structore Plan,
« where development cannot reasonably be sited within urban limits; or
+ where the land is not also required for open space.”

In Oxford proposed ‘Safeguarded Land' between the urban area and the Green
Belt is regarded as an extra designation, also being protected for landscape or
open space purposes. Only parts of it may be regarded as not contributing to
Green Belt porposes.™

Development conol policy in safeguarded areas is as strict, or more strict,
than in Green Belt. For example, in PAD arcas in Wakefield, only
development which is necessary for the operation of existing uses is seen as
acceptable. Some sport and recreation facilities, and institutional uses, would
not be regarded as acceptable. It iz most common, however, for the same
policy as in the Gireen Belt generally to be applied to safegnarded land. The
cuirrent view of the Department, however, is that “presumption against’ policies
should be avoided outside Green Belt areas.

Although Green Belts are regarded as long-termm, Governments have always
resisted placing a specific time, in terms of years, on the concept. This, again,
preserves an arca of discretion within which discussions on the need for, scale
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5.19

320

and type of safeguarded land can take place. A nomber of local authorities
and consultees would prefer a specific time period to be stated in guidance.
This would give a firmer indication of the scale of safegunarded land required.
It would also help persuade local elecied representatives, where doubt exists,
that, the provision of such land is necessary. Most discussions of the concept,
by Inspectors at inqguiries, or in local authority literatare, suggest 20-30 years
cquates to long-term, assuming structure plans look 10-15 years ahead. The
House Builders Federation and York City Council recently re-iterated these
arguments in relation o the York Green Belt™ I this is the case local
authorities defending a Green Belt policy with no safeguarded land would nesd
to be very sure about the possible adverse effects of intensification in their
urban areas over such a period.

Long-Term Green Belts

A number of consultees felt the siwation regarding safeguarded land, and the
lack of firmer definition of the concept of ‘long-term”, unsatisfactory. Many
saw it as creating delay as each new generadon of planners re-learned the
largely unwritten ground rules. Few, however, could chart a more appropriate
way forward. The planners interviewed more often than not wanted
safepvarded land. Where it did not exist they saw problems being stored up
for the fwmre. Local councillors, however, were not so willing to see
safeguarded land in plans, especiaily if this required the politically unpalatable
task of altering current boundaries (see para 5.13).

It appears that commitment to the concept of safeguarded land has varied
through time. No reference to it was made in the 1955 Circular. The need to
opergtionalize the long-term notion was the main reason for the production of
the 1957 Circular. One of the main precursors of the 1984 Circular was the
wish to remind local authorities of the need to avoid keeping land permanently
open unnecessarily, The guidance on development plans in PPG 12, although
referring to “the proper definition” of Green Belt boundaries, stresses 1ssves of
the certainty of boundaries, rather than their long-term nature. The statement
in PPG 2 that land will only ‘in some cases' need to be safeguarded for
longer-term needs has been the invitation for some to avoid addressing the full
implications of the long-term issue locally.

01

215




ANNEXE I vi

PLANNING POLICY GUIDANCE 1935
FULL TEXT.



Department of the Environment

PPG2 (Revised)
January 1995

PLANNING POLICY GUIDANCE:

GREEN BELTS

This PPG replaces the 1988 version of PPG2, and advice in Circulars. Itz

states the general intemtions of Green Belt policy, including its comtribution to
sustainable development objectives; '

reaffirms the specific purposes of including land in Green Belts, with slight
modifications;

gives policy & more positive thrust for the first time objectives for
the use of land in Green Belts; L

confirms that Green Belts must be protected as far as can be seen ahead, advises
on defining boundaries and on safeguarding land for longer-term development

needs; and

mainiains the
and refines the categories
for the future of major existing
of buildings.

ion against inappropriate development within Green Helts
nfwlﬁdwﬂwumhﬂ:ﬂin:gnﬁn:prmﬁhn

gites and revising policy on the re-use

Contents Paragraph Paragraph
1 INTRODUCTION Mining operations, and other
History 1.2 dmﬁtﬂfmgm 3.11
Extent 1.3 Land use alectives 3.13
Intentions of policy 14 Visual amenity 3.15
Purpoges of including land in Green Belts 1.5 Community Forests 3.16
The use of land in Green Belts 1.6

DESIGNATION OF GREEN BELTS
Regional guidance and development

4 CANCELLATION OF ADVICE

Mustration
Extent and location of Green Bels

[amns 12
g’?ﬁgﬂfdbﬁuﬁﬁ“”“ 16  ANNEX A: LAND MANAGEMENT
afsgurded tand 2.12 o i

MNew Green Befts 214 ANNEX B: SAFEGUARDED LAND

CONTROL OVER DEVELOPMENT
Presumption against inappropriate
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4.1

development 3.1 ADDITIONAL ADVICE
New buildings . 3.4 ANNEX E: FURTHER GUIDANCE FROM
Be-use of buildings 3.7

OTHER PPGs AND CIRCULARS
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1. Introduction

l.1 The Government attaches great impartance
to Green Belts, which have been an essenial
element of planning policy for some four decades,
Tb:tﬂpnm of Green Belt policy and the related
development control policies set out in 1955
remain valid today with remarkably linle
alteration.

Heseory
1.2 The first offical proposal *10 provide a
reserve supply of public n spaces and of

receeational arcas and 1o establish a green belt or
girdle of open space™ was made by the Greater
Londen Regionzl Planning Commirttee in 1935,
New provisions for compensation in the 1947
Town and Country Planning Act allowed lecal
authoritics 1o incorporate green belt proposals in
their first development plans. The codification of
Green Belt policy and s extension to areas other
than London came in 1955 with an historic
Circular inviting local planning asuthorities to
consider the establishment of Green Belts,

Extent

1.3 The Green Belrs approved through structure
Elkmt now cover approximately 1.556,000

ectares, about 12 per cent of England. There are
14 E[E}ﬁml]! Green Belts, varying in size from
486, hectares around London to just 700
hectares a1 Burton-on-Trent. The general extent
and location of the designated areas are given in
the table and map oppaosite,

Tientions of policy

L4 The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy
is o prevent urban sprawl by keeping land
permanently open; the most important anmbute
of Green Belis 15 their openness. Green Belts can
shape patterns of wrban opment  at
sub-regional and regional scale, and help to engure
that development occurs in locations allocated
in development plans. They help 1o prozect the
‘.‘Duﬂll'}'!l&t‘-. be it in agriculoural, forestry or other
use, They can assist in moving towards more
sustainable pamerns of urban development (see

paragraph 2.10).
Purposes of inchuding land in Green Beln

1.5 There are five purposes of including land in
Green Belts:

- to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up

arcas;

~ to prevent neighbouring towns from merging
into one another;

—to assist in safeguarding the cocntryside from
encroachment;

- lo preserve the setting and special characrer of
historic towns; and

- 10 assist in urban regeneration, by encouaraging
the recycling of derelict and u'ih&r urban land,

The use of land n Cireen Relis

1.6 Once Green Belis have been defined, the
use of land in them has 3 positive role to play in
fulfling the following objectives;

- to provide oppormunites for sccess to the open
countryside for the urban population;

- 10 provide opportunities for owdoor sport and
outdaor recreation near urban sress

—10 retain anractive landscapes, and enhance
landscapes, near 1o where people live;

=10 improve demaged and derelict land around
LEEL Yt o

= [0 SECUre ndlure conservation interest; end

= 10 retain land in agricultural, forestry and related
Lses,

1.7 The extent to which the vse of land fulfils
these objectives is however not isell a material
factor in the inclusion of land within a Green
Belt, or in its continued protection. For example,
alﬂmugh Green Belrs often contain areas of
attractive landscape, the quality of the landscape
18 not relevant to the iurﬁninn of land wethin a
Green Belt or to its continued ection. The
purposes of incleding land in Green Belts are of
paramount 1mportanoe to their  coatmued
profection, and should take precedence over the
land use abjectives,

2. Designation of Green Belts

2.1 The essentizl characreristic of Green Belts
15 their permanence. Their protection must be
maintaied as far as can be seen ahead.

Regional guidance and development plans

2.2 Reponal and stratepic planning iu'su:l:m:e
sel the framework [or Green Belt policy and
settlement policy, including the direcuon of
long-term  development, Regondl  gpurdance
focuses on issues which are of regional importance
or which need to be considered on a wider
geographical basis than thar of individual strucrure
plane. Strategic guidance performs a similar role

m metropolitan areas.

23 Green Belts are established th
development plans. Strucrore plans provide o
strategc policy context for planning at local level.
The general extent of Green Belts has been fixed
through the approval of structure plans.
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24 Many detailed Green Belt boundaries have
been se1 in local plans and in old development
plans, but in some areas detailed boundaries have
not yet been defined. Up-to-dare approved

ed are essential, 1o provide certainty as
1o where Green Belt policies do and do not apply
and to enzble the proper consideration of future
development  options. The  mandatory
requirement  for  district-wide  local  plans,
introduced by the Planning and Compensation
Act 1991, will ensure that the definition of detailed
boundaries is completed.

15 In metropolitan areas, unitary development
plans (UDPs) perform the functions of strucrure
and local plans.

Defining boundaries

2.6 Once the general extent of a Green Belt
has been approved it should be altered only in
exceptional circumstances. If such an aleration is
nroposed the Secretary of State will wish 1o be
gatiefied thar the authority has considered
opportunities for develo t within the urban
areas containéd by and beyond the Green Belr.
Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined
in adopted local plans or earlier approved
development plans should be alered only
exceptionally, Detailed boundaries should not be
altered or lopment allowed meraly becouse
the land has become derelict.

1.7 Where exsting local plans are being revised
end updated, exisung Green Belt boundaries
should not be changed unless alterations to the
structure plan have been approved, or
excephional circumstances exist, which necessitate
such revision.

+.8 Where detailed Green Belt boundaries have
not vei been defined, it is necessary 1o establish
boundaries that will endure. They shouid be
carefully drawn so as not to inclede land which it
15 uUnnecessary 1o keep permanently open.
Otherwise there is a risk that encroachment on
the Green Belt may have to be allowed in order
w accommodare  fumare  development.  If
boundaries are drawn excessively tightly around
existing built-up areas it may not be possible to
maintan the degree of permanence that Green
Belts should have, This would devalue the concepr
of the Green Belt and reduce the value of local
plans in making proper provision for necessary
development in the future,

2.9. Wherever practicable a Green Belr should
be several miles wide, s0 3s to ensure zn
appreciable epen zone all round the built-up sres
concerned, Boundaries should be clearly deﬁ;:id,
using readily r isable features such as roads,
SLTEAmS, i:-n:g:s m:ﬁ woodland edges where
possible, Well-defined loapg-term Green Bel
boundaries help 10 ensure the furure agricultural,
recreational and amenity value of Green Belt land,
whereas less secure boundaries would make o

more difficult for farmers and other landowners
to maintain and improve their land. Further advice
on land management is in Annex A,

2.10 'When drawing Green Belt boundaries in
development plans local planning authorities
should take eccount of the need 1w promote
sustainable pattarns of development, They should
consider  the consequences for  sustainable
development (for example in terms of the effects
on car travel} of channelling development wowands
urban aress inside the inner Green Belt boundary,
towards towns and villages inset within the Green
Belt, or towards locations beyond the outer Green
Belt boundary.

211 Guidance on the weament of existing
villages in Green Belts is given in the box below.
The advice on affordable housing in paragraph
3.4 15 also relevant.

EXISTING VILLAGES

Development plans should rtreat existing
villages i (reen Belr areas in one of the
following ways.

Ifi1 is proposed to allow me mees building bevond
the ¢n ies o the first three indents of
paragraph 3.4 below, the village should be
included within the Green Belt. The Green
Belt notation should be carried across (“washed
over™) it

If exftlling omly 15 proposed, the village should
either be “washed over™ and lListed m the
development plan or should be inser (that is,
excluded from the Green Belt). The local plan
should include policies 1o ensure that any infill
does not have an adverse effect an the character
of the village concerned. If the village is washed
over, the local plan rnai need to define infill
boundaries to avoid 'sgaura over whether
particular sites are covered by infill policies,

If linmited development (more than infilling) or
dimtted e‘xﬁ;ﬂftsm 15 proposed, the village should
be inset. elopment control policies for sach
settlerments should be included o the local plan,

Safeguarded land

2.12 When local planning authonties prepare
new or revised structure and local plans, any
proposals affecting Green Belts s be related
10 a rime-scale which s longer than that normally
adopted for other aspects of the plan. They should
satisfy themselves that Green Belr boundaries will
not nead to be ahtered ar the end of the plan
pertod, In order to ensure protection of Green
Beltz within this longer rime-scale, this will in
some cases mean safepuarding land between the
urban area and the Green Belt which may be
required to meet looger-term development neads.
Regionalistrategic puidance should provide 2
strategric framework for considering this issue. In
prepanng and reviewing their dev ent plans
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authorites should address the possible need 1o
provide safeguarded land, They should consider
the broad location of anticipated development
beyond the plan period, its on urban areas
contained by the Green Belt and on areas beyond
i, and s implications for sustainable
development. In non-metropolitan areas these
questions should in the first instance be addressad
m the structure plan, which should where

n ry indicate a general ares where local plans
should identify safeguarded land. :
2.13 Annex :]i i further ndk-r;;ne o
safeguarded lan ich is sometimes known as
“white land™,

New Green Belts

2.14 Proposals for new Green Belts should be
considered through the Regional/Stratepic
Gwdance or Structure Plan process in the firss
mstance. If a local planning sutherity proposes 1o
establish a new Green Belr, it should demonstrare
why normal ing and development control
1es would not be adequate, and whether any
major changes in circumstances have made the
adoption of this e wnal measure necns.ma,
Its also show what the consequences of 1
proposal would be for sustamable development,

3. Control over development
Presumprion against tmappropriate development

3.1 The  pgeneral policies controlling

development in the countryside a with equal
force in Green Belts bur there is_l..JE:ll:L}ra.ddiﬁ-um i

ﬁznﬁﬂ pr-mungt: 0N AgAmsl  inappropriate

pment wi them. Such development
should not be = except in very special
circumstances. paragraphs 3.4, 3.8, 3.11
and 3.12 below as to development which is
inappropriate.

a2 priaste  development i, by
definition, harmful to the Green Belr It isdEt::
the applicant to show permission shoul
granted. Very q:emlm:}rmmmnm to justify
inappropriate development will not exist unless
the harm by reason of inappropriatencss, and
any other harm, is clearly outweiphed by other
congiderations. In wiew of the Tgrcmmprim
mst inappropriate development, the Secretary
;fa state will arach substantial weight w the
barm to the Green Belt when considering any
planning application or sppeal concerning such
ment.

3.3 Green Belr policies in development plans
should ensure that any planning applications for
inappropriate development not be in accord
with the plan. These exceptional cases would thus
be treated as departures from the development
plan, to be referred o the Secretary of State under

the Town and Country Planni {[it*.'r:lugn-nzm
Plans and Consultation) Ihr;:ntgnm 1992 (gee
DOE Circular 19/92).

New buildings

3.4 The construction of new buildings inside a
Green Belt is inappropriate unless it is for the

following purposes:

— agriculture  and (unless permimed
development rights have withdrawn - see
paragraph D2 of Annex Dj;

— easential facilities for outdoor sport and curdoor
recreation, for cemeteries, and for other uses of
land which preserve the of the Green
Belt and which do not conilict with the purposes
of including land in it (see paragraph 3.5 below);

— limited extension, alterstion or ot of

Eﬁg dwellings (subject to paragraph 3.6

~ limited infilling in existing villages (under the
ﬁtﬂgmﬂh 2.11}, and limited affordzble housing
boczl community needs under development
lan policies according with PPG3 (see Annex
" the box following paragraph 2.11); or

- limited infillng or redevelopment of major
existing developed sites identified in adopted
local plans, which meers the criteria in
paragraph C3 or C4 of Annex C'.

1.5 Enﬁnﬁn] r‘ﬂtic{w uc;_fnd J'.nl:ie:étfgrf
ragraph 3.4} sh
i o Skl Tk prescie A i of
Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes
of ncluding lsnd in it. Possible examples of such
facilities include small changing rooms or
unobirusive spectator accommodarion for eurdoor
sport, or small stables for ourdoor sport and
vutdoor recreation.

3.6 Provided that it does not result in
ﬂfdhpmpnrumu’ addition d]mmand abuvehth: size
the erigingl bulding, the extension or alteration
of dwellings is not inappropriate in Green Belts.
The replacement of existing dwellings need not
be inappropriate, ptm%ﬂu new dwelling is
not materially larger than the dwelling it replaces.
Development plans should make clear the
spproach local plannimg authormes will take,
including the circumstances {if any) under which
replacement dwellings are acceprable.

Re-use of buildings

3.7 With suitable safeguards, the re-use of
buildings should not prejudice the openness of
Green ﬂﬂ.ﬂ, since the buildings are already there.
It can help to secure the continuing stewardship

- Se= sy the Eanesusal provisian of b CH nagarding redumdam
bespirel sies sond parpreph 17 reganding higher @ fartber ecucscion
esatlisimants pot ideafied in sdapoed focdl plana
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of land, ially by assisting farmers in
limmggng_ I enterprises, and may contribute
to the objectives for the use of land in Green Belts.
The alternative to re-use may be a building that is
left vacant and prone to vandalism and dersliction.

3.8 The re-use of buildings inside a Green Belt is

not inappropriate development providing:

(a) it does not have a materially greater |
than the present use on the ness of the
ﬁrgmﬂeltmdrfmpurpmnl;indudinglnnd
i it

(b) smict contrel is exercised over the extension
of re-used buildings, and nuerﬁ%mimd
uses of land swrrounding the ing which

t conflict with the openness of the Green

t and the purposes :Fh:r.:]nding land in i

{e.g. because they m"hmm external

storage, or extensive hardstanding, car
parking, boundary walling or fencing);

{c) the buildings are of permanent and substantial
construction, and are capable of conversion
without major or complete reconstruction; and

(d) the form, bulk and general design of the
buildings are in ping with their
. (Conversion proposals may be

mare a:;r:gulﬂe if they respect local buildin
styies ond msterisls, though the use of
equivalent natural materials thar are nor local
should not be roled out).

3.9 If a proposal for the re-use of 8 building in
the Green Bel does not meet the crizer?fin
paragraph 3.8, or there are other specific and
con planning reasons for refusal (for
example on environmentsl or traffic grounds), the
local planning authority should not reject the
proposal withour considering whether, by
imposing reasonable conditons, any objections
could be overcome. It should not normally be
necessary to consider whether the building s no
longer needed for its present :.gmultu:ﬂm?-fnm&r
purposes’, Evidence that the building is nor
redundant in itz present use is mot by itself
sufhaient grounds for refusing permussion for a
proposed

[ET WEC.

3.10 Local planning authorities should include
in their development plans policies for the re-use
of baildings in Green Belrs, having re ra the
advice above and in Annex D of this PPG.

Mining operations, and other development

3.11 Minerals can be worked only where they
are found, Their extraction is a temporary activity.
Mineral extraction need not be inappropriate

' I & plannisg dpplcainog & nboamed oo te meum of 3 brikding which
the [l plineing safoeiny osmiders hik 2 Sprafcani adverss eifect on the
landscape i recmes of wisil msesiny, it @ey Be apjouproie i connecian
with any propoesd wrucrunl changes ve inpase oondiions = un: o
i = | sppaarance of the buiding.

* inche oo of & eimeed sgricathorl beikEng, de wike @ plaming
rerms of e exinmap 16 should Rowever be tiben nin consderation.

development: it need not conflict with the
purposes of including land in Green Belrs,
provided that high environmentz! standards are
maintaned and that the site is well ressored.
Mineral and local planning suthorities should
inclade ate policies in their development
pians. Mineral planning suthorities should ensure
that planning conditions for mineral working sires
within Green Belts achieve suitable enviroenmental
standards and restoration. Relevant adwvice is in
MPG2 and MPG7. Paragraph 3.13 below is also
relevant to mineral extracton.

3.12 The stamutory definifion of developmen:
includes engineering and other operations, and
[hum:hngnf;ﬂfﬂ&tﬁn:!dﬂngeiﬂﬁtmnf
land. The carrying out of such operations and the
making of material changes in the use of land are
mappropriste development unless they maintain
openness and do not conflict with the of
including lend in the Green Bel. 1ﬁdnn= on
material changes m the use of buildings is given
in paragraph 3.8 abowve),

Land wse objectives

313 When any large-scale development or
redevelopment of land occurs in the Green Belt

{inclodmng mineral extraction, the tipping of waste,
and mﬁgmd other inﬂnmnmﬁmuflnpmm
of im ents), it should, so far as possible
contribute to the achievement of the objectives for
the use of land in Green Belts (see paragraph
1.6 above). This approach applies to r;ir scale
developmenrs irrespective of whether they are

propriate  development’, or inappropriate
evelopment which is justified by very special
circumstances, Development plans should make
clear Ihif local planning suthority®s intended
approach.

3,14 Planning obligations may be used to offset
the logs of or impact on any amenity presént on
a site prior to development [ses Circular
16/91). In the case where ity on a sire
adjacent to the Green Belr is lost as a result of
-:]E?E[nfune_m on that site, it be reasonable
for ﬂgégaums to provide for offseming benefirs
on land in the Green Belt, as long as there is a
direct relarionship between the two sites.

VFisual amenity

315 The visual ameniies of the Green Bekh
should oot be injured by proposals for
development within or conspicuoss from the
Green Belt which, alih they would not
ndice the purpeses of in ud.i.ngim in Green
Its, might be visally derrimental by reason of
their siting, materials or design.

Commuity Forests

3.16 Community Forests  offer  valuable
opportunities for improving the environment
around Towns, by upgrading the landscape and

" B sze pamsgraph CA of Aot O reganding the redeveinpme of meor
desclopad dien,
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lcarmriuiing for recreation and wildlife. An approved
ity Forest plan may be 2 marerial
consideration in preparing development plans and
m deciding planning  appli . Any
development within '
Foresm in the Green Belt should be subject 1o the
normal policies controlling development in Green
Belis, and should respect the woodland serming.

4. Cancellation of advice
4.1 The following advice is hereby cancelled:

PPG2 (Jamuary 1988);

paragraphs 1-3 of Annex D t PPGI2
(Febroary 1992);

34 of PPG17 (September 1991),
except the first sentence;

DOE Circular 12/91;

DOE Circular 14/84, including the Annex
mﬂﬁ? ucing MHLG Circalars 42/55 and
5 ;
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ANNEX A: LAND MANAGEMENT

Al l.ﬂl:alm:ﬂmmd uesn:m;::tlmdmmm
L tand by wor

ﬁm T e

Groundwork Trgsts, ﬁ

5 such as the Countryside Enmmmmn, the

orestry  Commission, and (where significant

ﬁmﬁ' m‘“"n g b
& aim -

enhance the g, and especially those

arcas of land within the Green Belt or adjacen: 1o
it which are mlﬁ-.nng from disuse or neglect.

ﬁzﬁlsupﬂmculartgun t in areas that are
cloge to existing md wh i-:,urwimj_n
mmlrhamrm, ich can especially
vulnerable to neglect or damage. They may come
under intense pressure for development, and if so
need to be protected and mamtained. Bur in
considering whether 1o include such areas of land
within the Green Belt, where detailed boundaries
have not yet been esmblished, suthorities should
also consider carefully whether the land should be
berer reserved for development and thus
ease the pressure on other land that should have
the long-term protection of the Green Belt. The
overall aim should be to develop and maintain a
positive approach to land management which bock
makes e provision for necessary
development amd ensures that the Green Beir
SErves {15 Proper purpose.
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ANNEX B: SAFEGUARDED LAND

Bl This puidance supplements  thar in
pq:thagnph 2.12, and should be read in conyunction
with it.

Tdentifying safeguarded land

B2 Safeguarded land comprises areas and sites
which may be required w0 serve development

needs in the | term, Le. well beyond the
plan period, It should be genuinely capable of
development when needed.

B3 Safeguarded land shoold be located where
:‘:;1!1-: drilvthmfu{:dmuid be an :I]E:jt?r use of

, well integrated with existing development,
and well related to public wanspert and other
existing wﬂdphnned wfrastructure, so promoting
sustainable development.

B4 In idenufying safeguarded land local
planming suthorites sh take account of the
advice on housing in PPG3 and on transport in
PPG13. They should also have regard to
environmental and landscape Ity (30 far a5 is
consistent with parageaph 1.7 of this PPG); 10 the
contribution which furure redevelopment might
make to remedying urban fringe problems,
producing  attractive, welllandscaped  urban
edges; and to the advice in PPGT on protecting
the best agriculrural land.

Development contrel policies

BS Devel t plans shu-uldedm:?m clearly gr:
policies applying 1o safeguarded land over the
penod covered by the plan. Thz- should make
clear that the land is not allocated for dev ent
at the present time, and keep it free 1o fulfil is

se of meeting possible longer-term
gﬁgluqmentneem. No development which would
prefudice  later  comprehensive  development
should be permimed (though temporary

developments may assist in that the land
is riy looked after). vmmm and
Iiﬂ-]m(femmdemth:gmfwmmﬁm
should be protected.

B& Dr:elnpmant plan pnli:_:'m should provide
that planning permission [for permanent
development of safeguarded land should only be
granted following a local plan or UDP review
whichﬁgmpmas the develo of particular
areas of safe ed land. Making ded
land available for permanent developmenr in other
circumstances would thos be a deparrare from the
plan.
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ANNEX C: FUTURE OF MAJOR
EEL‘U’_IFELDFED SITES IN THE GREEN

C1 Green Belts contain some major developed
lntum:simmu,mmena,pummmm,
water and sewage ftreatment works, mﬂmn.l
establishments, civil airfields, hospitals, and
research and education establishments. These
substantial sites may be in continuing use or be
mdundmt'fheyaﬁmpre.dmﬂ.,;mm
country planning system and the Green Belt
designation.

2 These sites remain subject 1o t
control policies for Green Belts, and the Green
Belt notation sheuld be carried across them. If a
ma]urdevﬂapﬁ[ﬁ-:l:u specifically identified for

the purposes Annex in an adopted local
plan or UDP, infilling or ment which
meets the criteria in or C4 18
not inappropriate . In this context,
mﬁhngmmmeﬂllmgufmmmhemn
built development.

Infilling

R
P i
s S
o Ly, v o

{a) have no greater impact on the purposes of
mchuding land in the Green Belr |
1.5 above) than the existing deve ent;

(b} not exceed the height of the existing

(e} notlead to a major mcrease in the developed
proportion of the site.

Redevelapment

C4 Whether they are redundant or in continui
use, the complete or partial redevelopment o
major deﬂuped:mm:yuf&-rth:nppnmmty
for environmental improvement without

to their impact on the of the Green

and the msnfmclud.mgbﬂﬂdmlhmn
Where this is the case, local planning suthorities
may in their development plans identify the site,
_ju;!:;gwt Epmgfr:u future r:d::\relnpﬂift.
. COMmS a site
Redevelopment should: e

{a) have no greater impact than the existing
dwalnpmemmﬂnnp:mmufth:ﬁrﬁn
Belt and the purposes of 1 land in
it, and where possible have less;

(b} conmbute o the achievemen: of the
objectives for the use of land in Green Belts

gpﬁs]gﬂ-ph 1.6 above - see also paragraph

{c) not exceed the height of the exisn
buildings; and .

(d) mot = larger area of the site than the
EXISTing {unless this would achieve

a reduction in beight which would benefit
visual amenity).

C6 The character and dispersal of proposed
redevelopment will need to be considered as well
as its footprint. For example many houses may
together have a much s footprint than a few
large buildings, bur be unacceptable becanse
their dispersal over a large part of the site and
mﬂnwdg::dmsmlyhawanw:hremmpmtm
the character of the Green Beli compared with
the current development. The location of the new
huﬂ:hﬂgsmmﬁhtdmd:dhn%mgudmm
openness of the Green Beli and purposes of
incloding land in it, the objectives for the use of
land in Green Belts, the main features of the
landscape, and the need 1o integrare the new
development with its surroundings. For instance
it may be more a i 0 sle new
development closer 1o existing

7 The site should be considered as a whole,
whether or not all the buildings sre w be
redeveloped. The test of area m paragraph C5
relates o the redevelopment of the ennre sie;
any osals for porngl redevelopment should
be pur forward in the comtext of comprehensive,
long-term plans for the site as a whole,

CE  Proposals should be considered in the light of
all material considerations, mcluding for ::Em
visual amenity (see paragraph 3. 15 of m%]
and the traffic and travel implications of
redevelopment (see PPE13),

9 Where buildings are demolished rather than
being left in a semi-derelict sate pending

decisions about their red ent, it will be
necessary to keep suitable records for the
of pars . These should be agreed berween

the local planning authority and the landowner.

C10 In granting any planning permussion local
authorities may wish 10 consider whether to
iIMpose ¢ to ensure thar buildings which
are not to be retained are demoliched
as new buildings are erected, keeping the
total developed area under contral.
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Architectural and Ridoric tagerest

C11 Suitable reuse i3 10 be preferred o
redevelopment  where the buildings are of
architectaral or historic interest. W
for altering or demolishing listed "oﬁm
which affect their settings should be idered
in the light of the advice in PPG15, Planning and
the Historic Ewvironmemt,

C12 l.au-uihe du'.h aurh!pnms should have
regard to T rability o serving gardens
and grounds of special hiatﬂ!n?: 'll:l.IlqtffEL The
: : register of historic gardens lists
sites of particular importance (see PPG15).

Public expenditure

Cl13 Redevelopment should not no
require additional expenditure by the public sector
on the provision of infrastructure. nor should ji
mﬂluné:h.ul facilities such as schools and health
care facilities. Local ing suthorities should
take account of any addinonal infrastructure
requirements (e.g. roads) which may have

gruficant adverse effects on the Green Balr,
iﬁnequm: financial provision should where
necessary be made for the future maintenance of
landscaped areas (raking account of advice in DoE
Cireular 16/91, Planming Oblipations).

Redundawt hospitals

C14 The special position of redundant hogpirals
m Green Belts was r ised in DoE Circular
12/91 and earlier adwice. That Circular is
cancelled by this PPG; hospitals are coverad by
thiz Annex. As a transitional measure, ding
the next local plan or UDF review, mtmcﬁ:e]np-
ment of redundant hospital sites which are not
identified in development plans but meet the
criteria in paragraph C4 above is not inappropri-
ate ment,

Higher and further education establisfments

Ci5 Previous allowed “instirutons
standing in extensive grounds™ to undertake new
development, because such instimations pre-dated
Green Belt policy. It was unclear how much new
dﬂl:lu;:um?::[ was permitted. M{!ﬂ‘[‘F reﬁgglﬂhgrr this
proviston has been used o press for w new
development on a scle that is ina 1te in
the Green Belt. This revision of 2 makes it
clear that development by institutions is subject
to the same controls as other development in the
Green Helr,

Clé It 13 however Government policy rto
encourage more people to undertake higher and
further education (HFE). There has been a large
increase in student aumbers and further increases
can be expected, The lack of a reasonahle
alternatrve site outside the Green Belr (whether
within the urban ares or elsewhere) for the
roposed expansion of an HFE establishment
ocated in or adjacent to the Green Belt shoald be

tiken into ccount in prepanng or reviewing a
development plan. Green Belt boundaries should
be altered only in exceptional circumsrances, after

conmderstion of menl  oppormunities
within urban areas. Local i onities will
wish 1o take an early ity to consult HFE

establishments in or admcent 1o the Green Belt
about their development intentions. Plan
gﬁpﬂ:m precedures provide opportunities for

public consultstion on als to alter
boundaries. Guidance on the timing of plan
reviews is given in PPG12.

C17  Meanwhile, pending the next local plan or
UDP review, the infilling or (partial or complete)
rede of HFE establishments on major
sites in the Green Belt, which are not identifiad
in development plans bur otherwise meet the
criteria in paragraph C3 or C4 of this Annex, is not
mappropriate development. HFE establishments
means:  universites, colleges, schools  and
Imatinies nfhmmﬁﬂn; and establishments
funded by the Education Funding Council
for England, incuding colleges further
education, VI form colleges, and agriculteral and
horticulrural colleges.
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ANNEX D: RE-USE OF BUILDINGS -
ADDITIONAL ADVICE

Agricultural buildings

DI It is important to discourage abuse of
permitted development rights. Local i
autherities should examine particularly carefully
I‘fphmtpum for re-use made within four years of
¢ substantial completion of agricultural
ings erected under the General Development
{tl:ier.h is should alert them mmw
that, when it was substantially the
building was in breach of p
there was no genuine agricul

i control because
justification.

D2 When granting permission for the use of
agricultural  buildings  for  non-agricalmural
purposes, local planning awthorities  should
consider whl!lh;r ptn]i!'emr;u?i:ﬁﬂrm buildings
constructed under permitre opment rights
could have a seriously detrimenral effect on the
openness of the Green Belt. If so, they should
consider whether it would be reasonable 1o amach
mdﬁmﬁwm:m:righnfmnmm
ings in re thar ar agricul
unit or holdin m:mﬁnﬂhmﬁhmd
with great care, and muost fuirly and reasonably
Bl additi jcul gml-rEr of
restriction on MEOMS [0 a ar
farm buildings withot .3pbﬂﬁ€?ti1minaim mught
be reasonable; a restriction which sought 1o cover
E: whole ngfa large hdgﬂmhiﬁﬂn mbﬂ:
re-use 8 | mi well
unreasonable. :Eﬁ? iTi ahcrufd.. where
iate, include in their Iocal plans & policy
ﬂ' icaring the t'm:mt;:d that they would rakeh'ftu
account.  If permitted development rights have
been withdrawn, very special circomstances would
need o be established for a new agricultural
building to be permired.

Residenrial compersions

D3 The I'u]lnwinni advice from PPG7, The

de  and Rural Eeomomy (January
1992}, iz relevant 10 the re-use of buildings in
Green Belts for residential purposes,

“In some villages, the pressure 1o CONVET eXisTing
buildings 1w ings i gredt, and ]
for a change of use may, if granted, lead to adverse
effects on the local rural economy, The need to
accommodate local commerce and indusiry may
well be a material consideration in decding such

applications”. (Paragraph 2,13].

“Local planning authorities should examine
applications for changes to residential uze with
EWtuEn; care, The advice in paragraph D4 [of

PGY] 15 often particularly relevant to such
proposals. Mew housing in the open countryside
I8 subject to strict control {see paragraph 2,18 [of
PPGT]); it may be El'pi:ll ate 1o apply similar
prnciples to p snﬁ:m: conversion  of
existing raral bm 1 dwellings, especially

where such buildings are unsuitable for conversion
without exrensive alterstion, rebuilding and/or
extension. Residential conversions can often have
detrimental effects on the fabric and character
of historic farm bulldmgs. While new uses can
frequently be the key wo the preservation of
historic buildings, it is important to ensure that
the new use is sympatheric to the rural character.
In addjtinn,.ﬂmnemﬁnnﬂfareﬁdmﬁalmnﬂag:
around a newly converted building can sometimes
have a harmful aﬂ'ﬁg on the ﬂhﬁmmr of the
countryside, especially in areas of hi lity
landscape, incleding Nariona! Pﬁhmﬁhﬁg::sﬂf
Outstanding Natural Beaury™. (Paragraph Ds).

“Residential conversions have & minimal impact
on the rural economy. However conversions for
holidsy use can contribute more, and may reduce
pressure (0 use other houses in the area for holiday

use. Separate considerations a to :Emﬂmn' I

t‘ﬁ;ﬁ'ﬁd]inga {s¢e Annex E [of PI]'E%}“. (Paragraph
).

Lisied buildingy

D4 If a building is listed, listed building consent

may be needed for its conversion as well as
planning permission (see PPG15).
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ANNEX E: FURTHER GUIDANCE FROM
OTHER PPGS AND CIRCULARS

Other PPGs and Circulars provide further
guidance on Green Belt aspects of some specific

types of development. Relevant passages are
reproduced below.

?ﬁﬂlﬂﬂa Housing {jrom Annex A of PPG2, Marck

“11 This guidance does not alter the peneral
premrrgtinu agamst inappropriate development
m the Green Belts. Green Belt policy remains as
set out in Planning Policy Guidance note 2.

*12  Most Green Belt areas are by their narure
close to the main conurbations, and conditions are
nod typical of the aliry of rural areas to which
this policy 15 addressed. Special considerations
may, however, arise in some of the more extensve
areas of Green Belt away from the urban fringe,
particularly in areas where there are many small
gettlerments and it may not be pracicable or
appropriate o define Green Belt boundaries
each one,

13 In some of these aress local planning
polices already recopnise thar wery limited
development within ing sertiements may be
acceptable and consistent with the function of the
Green Belt. It is for local planning suthorites o
' whether low cost housing development for
bocal communiry needs would fall within the scope
af such policies,

*14 The release, exceptionally, for small-scale,
low cost housing schemes of other sites within
existing seriements, which would net normally be
considered for development under such policies,
would again be a mamer for the judgement of the
planning authoriry, having regard to all material
considerations, including the objectives of Green
Beit policy and the evidence of local need,™

Moterway Service Areas (from Ammex A of PPG13,
March 1994).

“I13 In Green Bels, there iz a general
Tesumption against inappropriate development.
{a ine wih P 2, appreval should not be given
for an MSA within a Green Belt except in very
special circumstances. One of the material
considerstions which could justify such an
exception could be the lack of any signed MSAs.
The greater the intervel berween the preposed
site and any ::ism:.;ﬁefau;ijiﬁ the more weight
sheuld be placed on the needs of moterway users.
Developers should bear in mind the sensitive
namre of Green Belr sites and avoid them where
pessible. Where no alternatives are readily
available, developers will be expected to rake
greal care to matigate the likely impact of the
developrment.™

All-seater Football League Stadia (from PPGI7,
September 1991

“50 Because of the size of the structures
mvolved, major football stadia cannot be regarded
as appropriate development within an approved
(ireen Belt. As PPG2 makes clear, special
circumstances would be needed 1o :il;% seting
aside the general presumption against inappropri-
ate developmen: m the Green Belts. It be
mast unusual for a stadium propesal o meet
those :& specizl crcamstances unless all other
practi opions  for location had been
exhausted and other considerations had been fully
addressed. A site for development as large a5 2
major football stadiom should normally be
wentified in a local plan. It could be considered
alongside any proposal for the adjustrnent of
Green Belt boundaries. Such boundaries should
be altered only in exceptional drcumstances, after
consideraty of development n;:l'lommtﬁts
within urbsn areas. The procedures for making
and reviewing local plans provide oppormanities

for full public consultation on proposals to aher
boundaries.™

@p&yﬂﬂ#[ﬁmpﬂmgmﬂjﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂimdnr
1794,

“As a rule it will not be sppropriate w make
provision for gypsy sies in areas of open land
where ent is severely restricted, for
example, Areas of Ousanding Natural Besury,
Sites of Special Scienufic Interest, and other
protected areas. (rypsy sites are not regarded as
being among those uses of land which are
normally agpmpriarre in Green Belts, Green Beht
land should not therefore be allocated for gypsy
sites m development plans.™

Peiwte] in i Ui Kingdam fie HMED
Dagseceny v I DN 10434

133



@ Crown copyright 1705
Applications for reproduction should be made vo HMSO Copyright Uinie
Second impression 1995

i HM SO

Fublished by HIMSO and svallable froric L -

HMED Pulblcations Centre
{htail, fiex anid lephone omders only)
PO B 308, Lomdom SWE 50T
Telephone oeders U171 573 9090
Cierwetel enpuisies 0171 673 0011

ssles in opesataon for both mmben)
Pz cndess BLY1 873 8200

THMED Bookshops
#3 High Hellaorms, Londan 51V 6HB
(oouniesr ssfvice andy)

oite Sg:ﬂmﬂ Fax OT71 B3L 1326 A Frga
[ Stpoet, Birmingham B4 AD
OLZE 236 S8 Fax DIZ] 236 9599

1} Wine Strect, Bristold B51 180

OUET SLE4308 Foo OEIT 7194515

P21 Pencess Soowr, Manchewer MGD GAS
Ol61 334 7200 Fax Q161 833 0634
:]?_gﬂu Sereer, Belfaw BTT 40D

M Id-dmln FSELF:‘Enlh']nlhﬂmer.:iﬂ; AT JZBW D=1t-753I037-9

D131 128 4181 Fax 0151 N9 2734 |I|
FBS0s Aceredite] Agenn
(pme Yellow Paps)

and dieeigh groed boghksellers

£3.75 net g 780117550357

2



Strategic gap and green wedge policies in
structure plans: main report

agol

240



Qn Sih May 2006 the rasponsitilites of the Office of the Deputy Prime Ministar [O0PM) transiemed fa the Degartrant for
Communilies and Local Govarmment,

Crepartment for Comimunities and Local Gowemmeant
Efand Houge

Brassenden Pacs

Landpn SWHE 501U

Tedephoneg, (@0 7944 4400

Webeibe: voww communities gov.uk

Cocumants downioaded from the wiww communiies.gov.uk websise araCrown Conwinht unlass othanasss shatad i which
case copyright is assigned to Quesns Prnfar and Controllar of Her Majestye Stetiomany Office

Copynght in the fmographical amangement msts wik the Crow,

This pubbication, exchuling kgos, may be reproduced fg of charge in any format ar madium for reesarch, privats
sty or for inferrai cirelation within an amgenisation. This is subject fo & baing reprodiced accwranaly sad ool
ised i @ misleaing confaxt The matertal must be acknowdedged =& Crown copnght and the I of the
purhiication specifed,

Any offar use of the contants of s publication would require & copyright licence Please apply for a Click-Lisa
Lizanca for core maternal at www pos gov widclick-pselsystemioninaipLogin. asg or by witing fo the Offos

af Public Sector Information, Infermaton Posoy Team, 51 Clements House, 2-16 Colegate, Norwich N&3 180
Fax: 01603 723000 or a-mail. HM30licensing@cabmet-office ¥ gl sow ik

This publication i only awailatie online vie the Communities and Local Govarmement wabsile: W COMmETnilies gov uk

Altsrative formats under Disabillty Discrimination Act (DDA} you require this publcation in an altermative farmat please
email allamasdiveformatef@icommunities. gsi gov ik

oy



Publication title: Strategic gap and green wedge policies in structure plans main report
Date published: January 2001

Summary

The research comprises a systematic analysis of a sample of restraint policies playing a similar
role to Green Belts. as determined at structure plan level. The report discusses the purpose
and use of sirategic gaps, green wedges and rural buffers and makes suggestion for
clarification of thair role in planning guidance.

Ordear

Alternative formats: if you require this publication in an alternative format leg Bralile, large

print or audio cassette) please email dliemativeformats@communiies.gsi.gov uk quoting the
title and product code/ISBM of the publication, and your address and telephone number.

The findings and recommendations in this repart are those of the consuitant suthors and do
not necessarly represent the views or proposed poficies of Communities and Local
Government

Contants

Executive Summary

1. Aims And Policy Background

£ Stretegic Gap And Green Wedge Policies The Current Position
3 The Purposes Of Strategic Gap And Green Werdge Palicies
4_Pemanence And The Definition Of Boundaries

2. Development Control Principles And Practice
E_The Way Forward

Select Bibliography

242



Go to fable of contents

Executive Summary
introduction

1. Local designations such as strategic gaps, rural buffers and green wedges were first
referred [o in planning guidance in PPGT The Countryside (Revised) in 1997. The guidance
states that in reviewing development plans local autharities should re-assess the function and
Justification of such policies, at the same time recognising that they can contribute o urban
form and the shaping of urban areas. The House of Commons Environment Salect Cammities
report on Housing recommended that the Government should support local planning
authorities who wish to maintain their own local designations. In Its respanse the Government
stated its willingness to consider whether local designations which perform the same function
as green belts and have the same objectives and purposes, should formally enjoy the same
status

2, The alms of the study were to:

= assess how far local authorities are using local designations such as strategic gaps, rural
buffers and green wedges in their development plans, the scale and extent of these areas
and their location relative to urban areas

= assess the justifications for including land in such designations;

= establish the objectives for land use within such areas, and to what extent these fulfil
current graen Belt purposes as set out in PPG2:

= establish what procedures exist for the definition and alteration of the boundaries of such
designates areas. and

« astablish what development control policies operate within such areas, and review any
published development control evidence.

3. The analysis involved interviews with nine County planning authorities, selected from a
wider list of authonities believed to be operating strategic gap and green wedge policies and
available to the project team. A Prefiminary Survey was produced by the Planning Policies
Research Group at Oxford Brookes University in May 1999, based on comespondence and
telephone survey methods

Scale and Extent of Sirategic Gap and Green Wedge Palicias

4. The survey of structure plan autherities, carried out by Oxford Brookes, in edrly 1954,
revealed that 17 Counties had some form of strategic gap. green wadge or similar policy giving
higher levels of protection than normal countryside policy. The more detailed analysis of Plans

in the mine areas suggests thal strategic gaps and green wedge policies have the followi ng
attibutes:

= they are smaller in extent than most Green Beits, most often covering under five per cent
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of 8 county area;

« they tend to be in the south and south east of the country, the largest areas being just
beyond the outer edge of the Metropalitan Green Belt, in areas such as Crawley-Gatwick-
Horsham and the Medway Towns,

* inseven of the nine cases County Councils had sought Green Belt as a first option, but
had been rejected by the Secretary of State;

« decisions by the Secretary of State have sought to clearly differentate between strategic
gap and green wedge policies and Green Balt policy:

« where attempts have been made lo re-formulate strategic gaps into confinuous belts
around towns, as in the Hampshire Structure Plan, these have been resisted by
Examination in Public panels; and

= district and county councils have given strong support to strategic gap and green wedge
policies, often seeking to extend them, and to adopt stronger development control policles
within them.

Slralegic Gap and Green Wedge Purposes

5. Each strategic restraint designation has a different basic rationale, and a number overlap to
some extent with Green belt purposes. Also there are links to the positive management and
enhancement of the environment of the urban fringe covered by such designation.

6. The basic purposes of the designations are as follows

» for sirafegic gaps, they are to protect the setting and separate identity of settiemeants, and
to avoid coalescence; retain the existing settlemant pattem by maintaining the openness of
the land; and retain the physical and psychological benefits of having open land near to
whare paople live;

= for rural buffers; to avoid coalescence with selilements (including willages) near a town
until the long-term direction of growth Is decided; and

= for green wedges, to prolec! strategic open land helping to shape urban growth as it
progresses; (o preserve and enhance links betwaen urban areas and the countryside; and

1o faciiitate the positive management of land.

Owverlap with Green Belf Purposes

7. The main overlap befween sirategic gap and green wedge and Green Beit purposes is in the
area of preventing the coalescence of settlements. Most of the strategic gap and green wedge
policies also have the purpose of avoiding coalescence between large built-up areas and
villages. This purpose does not however averlap with those of Green Belts. Strategic gap and
green wedge policies do not have the purposes of assisting urban regeneration or checking
unrestricted sprawl. The restraint policies for Norwich and Lincoin have the purpose of
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protecting the histone sethings of the two cities. But the areas covered by the policy relate to
the guality of the natural resources (for example landscape and wildiife areas) and not just the
position of the land. The protection of important open land, in the form of green wedges, Is an
aim common to four of the counties studied. Thiz does nat overlap with Green Belt purposes.

Strategic-Local Distinction

8. There was some confusion over the status of the three types of designation in Regional
Planning Guidance (RPG). The Swindon Rural Buffer is mentioned in RPG, but green wedges
In Leicestershire are not. The guestion of how far the three types of designation can restrain

regionally-derived patterns of growth, an issue which has arisen In the South East Region, has
yet to be clarified.

Positive Urban Fringe Policies

8. All of the Counties studied had pursued positive measures to improve the environment of
their urban fringe areas, and such initiatives were often keyed to the particular designations
sludied These included strateglc gap management frameworks, countryside management
projects and river corndor enhancement studies. Thers was general acceptance of the view
that environmental improvement measures were a necessary complement to restraint,

Permanence and the Definifion of Boundaries

10. There is no national guidance on the permanence of strategic gaps and green wedges in
structure plans, In some Counties the position is clear, but confusion has arisen especially in
Counties where the policy has been widely deployed. The main findings in respect of
permanence and the drawing of boundaries are that

« strategic gaps in Hampshire, Wesl Sussex and Kent have the same duration as other
policies in the Structure Plan, they are not long term as defined for Green Belt policy in
PPGZ; '

» the rural buffers and green wedges studied also had the same duration as the relevant
structure plan,

= in the casas of Hampshire and YWest Sussex local opinion would prefer to regard strategic
gaps as having the same level of permanence as Green Balis:

= in defining strategic gaps and other restraint designations it is important to include only
land that is strictly necessary to fulfil the purposes of the policy,

= factors such as openness, topography, the nature of urban edges and vegetation should
be taken info account in defining strategic gaps, and

= clearly identifiable and fogical features on the ground should be used to produce
defensible boundaries,

Development Control Principles and Practice
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The Way Forwarnd

14. From the central Government point of view there are problems with how far such policies
are needed and what form they might take There is no agreement on what a strategic gap or
rural buffer zone is, and PPGY is not enlfightening on this aspect In terms of the future:

« stralegic gaps, in that thay deliver important autcomes, and are strictly limited in size.
couid be a useful feature of planning at County level. It should be made clear that fand
within them could be considered on an equal basis with non-designatad land when
Structure Plans are reviewed;

= rural buffers, in that they are an interim policy for towns which are excaptionally fast
growing, are probably only likely to be used sparingly; but

= ihere is a potential for green wedges, delivering a wide variety of desirable outcomeas, to
become a successful future model for the urban fringe

Remaval fram Structure Plans

15. It appears that the removal of these forms of designation from Structure Plans is not
feasible given their level of local public support Central Government would need to give very
strong additional re-assurances to local authorities if reliance were to be placed on normal
countryside policies alone.

Green Belt Stalus

16. There would be significant probiems in giving strategic gaps and green wedges the status
of Green Belts. Strategic gaps as Green Belts would reduce peripheral land development
options on the edges of large settlements, often in sustainable locations. Problems over the
interpretation of permanence, and the possible need for safeguarded land would aiso occur If
green wedges were given Green Beit status then the area covered by a strang presumption
against development would be more closely drawn into cities and arge towns. It would
therefore be important to retain parts of urban peripheries free of the policy, as demonstrated
i the Leicestershire and Morwich examples.

New Restraint Policies

17. In this scenano structure plans and UDP Part | plans would be permitted to designate rural
buffers, strategic gaps, or green wedge policies. For rural buffers and sirategic gaps the

emphasis would be on avoiding coalescence and retaining the separate identity of satlements.

Rural buffers (more extensive than strategic gaps) could be appropnate in areas with rapid
physical growth, with strategic gaps being used in more limited areas where coalescence was
likely. Rural buffers and sirategic gaps would help tackle issues of the orderly development of
urban areas Green wedges weould follow the Leicestershire model, identifying areas of land
that would help shape the form and direction of development. They would have a theme of
linking town and country, and protecting high quality landscapes and access to the countryside
for leisure.
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Implications for Green Belf Policy

18. A clear impression from the study was how far local planners operating strategic gap, rural
buffer and green wedge policies considered them an im provement on Green Belt. They were
capable of defivenng wider objectives, while giving more flexibility to respond to newly-
emphasised prionties of sustainable development This brings forward the question of how far

the existing purposes and long-term rigidites of Green Belt policy are appropriate in curant
circumstances,
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1. Aims And Policy Background
Aims of the Study

1.1 Local planning authorities have, for many years, operated a range of policies designed 1o
restrain development. In addition to Green Belt policy, lacal planning authorities have usad
policies, approved in structure plans, to protact strategic gaps, green wedges and rural buffers
The alms of this study are to

= @s3e3s how far local authorities are using local designations such as sirategic gaps, green
wedges and rural buffers in their development plans; the scale and extent of these areas:
and their location relative to urban areas,

« assess the justifications for including land in such designations;,

= establish the objectives for land use within such areas; and to what extent these fulfil
current Green Belt policy purposes as set out in PPG2:

= establish what procedures exist for the definibon and alteration of the boundaries of such
designaled areas, and

= establish what development control policies operate within such arsas, and review any
published development control evidence.

Policy Background

1.2 Strategic gaps and green wedges were first referred to in policy guidance in PPGT The
Couniryside in 1987 (se2 endnote 1). It was made clear that strategic gaps and green wedges
are local countryside designations which perform a lesser degree of restraint than Gresn Beits.
They should only be maintained or extended where there is good reason to believe that normal
planning policies cannot provide the necessary protection. The guidance on PPGT emphasises
that local authorities should rigorously consider the function and justification of existing local
designations, It states strategic gaps and green wedges should be soundly based on a formal
assessment of their contribution to urban form and urban areas {ses endnote 2).

1.3 In its inauiry into Howsing in 1988, the House of Commons Environment Committee
received evidence on strategic gaps and green wedges. They concluded that Government
should support local authonties wha wish to maintain their own designations which play a
similar role to Green Belts such as Rural Buffer Zones and Strategic Gaps(see endngte 2). In
its response, published in October 1988, the Government stated:

Following its Planning Comprehensive Spending Review, the Government is giving
careful consideration to the role of local planning designations The Government is
willing to consider whether local designations which perform the same function as
Green Belts, and have the same objectives and purposes, should formally enjoy
the same status In the meantime, it remains the Govemments view that local
designations, such as Rural Buffer Zones and Strategic Gaps, carry less weight
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than sites formally designated in accordance with PPG2, and the palicies cperating
within them should therefore not be as restrictive as provided for in PPG2 (sea
endnote 4).

1.4 In recent draft advice on Regional Planning Guidance the Govemment has re-affirmed the
regional and sub-regienal role of Green Belt policy, but makes no reference to strategic gap
and green wedge policies (see endnote 5). Guidance on development plans suggests that
structure plans can indicate broad areas of restraint on development and these can form part
of the strategic framework for local plans and development control. This guidance includeas
Green Bells as a subject for inclusion in structure plans but, again, does not refer to strategic
gaps or green wedges (see endnote ).

Evidance from Previous Razearch

1.5 Research for the Rural Development Commission on Rural Development and Land Use
Flanning Policies revealed 28 strategic gap and green wedge policies in a sample of 30 rural
area local plans from across the country. The number of such policies is believed fo have
grown over recent years. It was noted that these policies adopt parts, or all, of the rationale for
Green Belis proper, and also use similarly restrictive provisions for development contral. A
number of the palicles found sought to protect the setting of historic towns or cities such as
Salisbury, deplaying Green Belt-style development controls to this end (see endnpte 7). The
planners interviewsd considered strategic gap and grean wedge policies to be as restrictive as
Green Belts, but thought this necessary fo help shape development and define the edges of
large towns and historic cities {see endnote 8).

1.6 A Praliminary Survey of Structure Plan Authonfies, camied out in 1299 by the Planning
Policies Research group at Oxford Brookes University, revealed that 17 Counties had some
form of strategic gap, green wedge or similar policy in their structure plans. These were
intended to give higher lavels of protection than normal countryside policy {see Table 1 1). In
some cases, such as Hampshire and West Sussex, the policies were long standing and
indicated on structure plan key diagrams, but in others written statements In the plan were not
accompanied by indication of the broad areas where they would apply (see endnote 8.

Table 1.1 Counties with Strategic Restraint Policies, including Strategic Gaps and Green
Wedges, in Structure Plans

Badfordshire MNorfolk
Berkshire Mottinghamshina
Cormwall Stalfordshire
Cumbria | Suffelk
Gloucestarshire Surrey
Hampshire Warwickshire
Kent West Sussex
Leicestarshire Wiltshire
Lincaolnzhire i

Source. Steenberg, C. (1999) Prediminary Survey of Struciure Flan
Authorihes, Oxford Brookes University
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1.7 There Is a growing volume of opinion to suggest that Grean Belt policies, conceived as
permanent restrictions on development over broad areas around cities, may not accord well
with sustainable development priorities (see endnote 10). The Draft PPG3 Housing suggests
that planned extensions to existing urban areas are likely to prove the next sustainable aption
for new housing after building on appropriate sites within the urban arsas (sees sndnote 11},
The presence of Green Belt may preclude the identification of the most sustainable sites. in
particular those with good access to a vanety of transpert modes. In this situation green
wedges have been suggested as a better way forward, The recent Strategic Sustainability
Appraisal of the Nothingham-Derby Green Bell discusses the relevance of green wedges o
regional planning. They are seen as having considerable potential in that they stress the roles
of strategic restraint policies in structuring urban growth, rather than the preventative role of
policy (see endnote 12). When discussion about introducing Green Belts into Wales arose in
the early 1980s, much of the advice recelved stressed that the policy should take the farm of
wedges, structuring devalopment, rather that broad encircling areas of land operating as
stoppers or diverters of development (see endnote 13). These themes are refleclad in more
recent discussion in the context of allowing for economic development in Wales {gee sndnole
14}.

1.8 It is therefore impartant, given the emerging sustainability agenda, to assess the benefits of
forms of restraint other than Green Belt, which operate in a strategic context This study is
designed to preduce a body of evidence of their use at local authority level from which to draw
conciusions.

Endnotes

1.This phrase, used throughout the study, is also intended to cover also rural buffer zone
policies

2.D0OE (1997) The Countryside: Environmental Quality and Economic and Sacial
Development, PPG 7, London, HMSO, para. 4 16

3. HM Government (19598) Howsing, Tenth Report of Environment, Transport and Regianal
Affairs Committee, Vol 1, 485-1, para 264

4. HM Governmant (1988) The Govemmanis Response fo the Envionment, Transport and
Regional Affairs Committee, Housing, Cm 4080, para. 95.

5. DETR (189%) Revision of Planning Policy Guidance Note 11; Regional Planning, Public
Consultation Draft, London, DETR.

6. DETR (1999} PPG 12, Development Plans, London, DETR, paras 3.8 and 3.10.

7. Elson, M.J., Steenberg, C. and L. Downing {1998) Rural Development and Land Use
Planming Policies, Salisbury, RDC, paras 515-5.16

8. Ibad., para, 5.25.

9. Steenberg, G (1989) Strategic Gap And Green Wedge Policies In Structure Plans,
Preliminary Findings of @ Survey of Structure Plan Avthorities. Unpublished Report, Planning
Paolicies Research Group. Oxford Brookes University.

10. See, for example, Elson, M_J. Green Belts the Need for Re-Appraisal, Town & Country
Planning, 68.5 156-8.

11. DETR (1998) Public Consuitation Drafl, PPG3 Howusing, London, DETR.

12. Baker Associates (1999) Stralegic Sustainability Assessment of the Nottingham-Derby
Green Belf in the East Midlands Region, Brstol, Baker Associales, paras 4.25-4.30,

13 See, for example, Elson, M. J (1992) Green Belts for Wales, The Planner, 78,9, pp10-11.
14. Tewdwr-Jones, M (1997) Green Belts or Green Wedges for Wales? A Flexible Approach to
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Planning in the Urban Periphery. Regional Studies, 31, 1, pp73-77.
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2. Strategic Gap And Green Wedge Policies The Current Position
Intreduction

2.1 Sirategic policies for the restraint of development outside towns and cities, currently take a
varety of forms. Normal countryside policies, following PPGT The Counfryside. suggest that
devalopment will be firmly controlled, and any change limited to that for agriculture, forestry
and related activities (see endnote 1), Where an addifional layer of protection against
unnecessary development is needed, restraint has taken one of three forms

* fthe designation of Green Bells, operating in accord with the principles in PPG2:

+ siralegic gap and green wedge policies, put forward by strategic authorities and. from time
to ime, approved by DETR; and

* ADNB and local landscape designations, the former determined by the Countryside
Agency, and the latter by local planning authorities, which elevate the importance of
landscape conservation in any decisions made

This chapter assesses the second of these three categones strategic gaps and gresn wedges.

2.2 The Preliminary Survey was limited to an assessment of policies in structure plans. The
majonity of these are in the southern part of England, No Metropolitan District or Unitary
Development Plan policies were studied as it was established that most such areas already
operated Green Belt policy restraints (ze8 endnote 2). The nine examples studies hers,
selected from the seventeen identified in the Preliminary Survey, take two basic forms:

* county-wide patterns of strategic gaps or green wedges, and

= strategic resiraint policies relaled to one town, city or group of settlements in a county
(522 endnote 3)

The relevant Counties in the first category are Wast Sussex, Hampshire and Leicestershire. In
the second, the Counbes are Kent, Wiltshire, Norfolk, Lincolnshire, Suffolk and
Gloucestershire. In each case the account discusses the number and extent of stratagic gaps
and green wedges, their purposes, and any key Examination in Public (EIP) rulings which have
affected the status of such policies. Comments are also made on the level of support for such
policies given by relevant District Councils,

County-Wide Approaches
West Sussex

2.3 The approved West Sussex Structure Plan (1893) shows 21 strategic gaps on its Ky
diagram. They cover some 20,285 hectares, just under 10 per cent of the County area. The
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strategic gaps are In three broad areas. They were first introduced In 1966 on the coast and
they have been retained in subsequent structure plans. The main coastal gaps separate
Chichester, Bognor Regis, Selsey, Littiehampton, Worthing, Lancing and Shoreham. The 1980
Structure Plan intreduced large sirategic gaps separating Horshiam, Crawley and East
Grinstead, bordering the Metropolitan Green Belt and the Surrey County boundary in the
vicinity of Gatwick Airport. Strategic Gaps also separate Haywards Heath, Burgess Hill and
Hassocks, located in the London-Brghton corridor (see Figure 2 1).

2.4 There has been a gradual growth in the number of strategic gaps in the County, from 16 in
the 1880 Structure Plan, to 22 proposed in the 18596 Third Review Structure Plan. There are
aiso 17 local gaps listed in the 1906 Plan.

2.5 The purposes of the strateqic gaps are to prevent the coalescence of settemants. to retain
amenity and the separate identity of setflements, and to protect the undeveloped coastline,
The County Council see strategic gaps as protecting the settings of towns and the axisting
seftiemment structure of the County. In the West Sussex Environmental Capacity Stwdy. carried
out in 1996, strategic gaps are seen as part of countryside capital which should be conserved
through planning, The gaps are acknowledged 1o be a County counterpart to the Metropolitan
Green Beit. the fatter operating in a Regional context {see endnote 4). Successive Struciure
Flan approvals by the Secretary of State have siressed that the boundaries of strategic gaps
2nd buili-up areas should not necessarily be co-incidental, and that the purpose of the gaps is
to prevent coalascence, not to impose a presumption against development The EIP Paneal
commented on the Third Review of the Structure Plan {1997) that strategic gap policies should
allow for development in gaps which may become necessary when all other options have been
exhausted (se& endnote &) In this way they were sesking to make a clear distinction between
strategic gap policies and Green Belt policy.

Figure 2.1° Strategic Gaps in the Crawley - Haywards Heath area of West Sussex

2.6 Strategic gaps have a high level of local political support in West Sussex. They are seen as
one of a number of key milestonas for County policy, and one to which considerable attention
i given in manitoring. District Councils strongly support the policy, and have added local gaps
in their local plans. The result is that some towns are surrounded by a patchwork of strategic
gaps and local gaps, forming a continuous belt {for example around Horsham).

Hampshire

2.7 The 1994 Hampshire Structure Plan idenfifies some 45 strategic gaps in the County. These
comprise 13,700 hectares, 3.6 per cent of the area of the County. The gaps are clusterad in
two areas; along the coast separating Portsmouth, Southampton and Fareham: and In North
East Hampshire separating towns in the Blackwater \alley area (see Figures 2.2 and 2.3). The
pattern is as Inherited from the South Hampshire Structure Plan of 1920 (eight gaps). the Mid
Hampshire Structure Plan of 1850 (eight gaps) and the North East Hampshire Structure Plan
of 1589 (15 gaps),

2.8 In approving the 1994 Structure Plan the Secretary of State (505) was keen to clarify
which of the proposed gaps in the plan were of clear strategic importance. Accordingly the 45
gaps were divided info two categories. The first 18 gaps identified were 1o cover circumstances
wnera it was considered there was a nsk of coalescence between substantial seftlemants The
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remaining 27 gaps were fo ba re-examined by the County at the next review of the Plan, in
order to decide whether they were of strategic or local importance.

Figure 2.2: Strategic Gaps in South Hampshire

2.9 Following a detailed technical study by the County the Structure Plan Review of 1986
proposed three types of strategic gap:

= three (larger) gaps, to avoid the coalescence of major urizan areas in the Meon and

Southampton areas, and in North East Hampshire {these formed “coflars around the
relevant urban areas);

= & strategic gap in the Blackwater Valley, linking with a similar designation in Surrey; and

* saven gaps linking undeveloped coast to the open countryside bayond the South
Hampshire urban areas.

if implemeanted, this proposal would have reduced the number of strategic gaps from 45 to 11
a2 endnole 6).

2.10 However, the EIP Panel, reporting in 1997, considered the proposed Soulth Hampshire
and North East Hampshire strategic gaps to be extensive enough 1o be termed quasi-Green
Belts, rather than having the more limited extent and purposes of strategic gaps. They made
similar comments in respect of the proposed Blackwaler Valley strategic gap. The Fanel
proposed that eight strategic gaps should be included in the Plan, in locations where a real
threat of coalescence between substantial sstlements could cocur during the Plan period (sea
gndnote 7).

Figure 2.3: Strategic Gaps in North East Hampshire

2.11 In their latest proposed medifications (1599) the Hampshire, Portsmouth and
Southampton authorities see the strategic gap issue as one of the mast difficult facing the
authorities. All of the gaps have strong public support, yst the authorities are aware of the nead
to include only gaps serving a clear strategic purpose. They have proposed, as a compromise,
that four strategic gaps should be approved in

= in the Fareham-Whitetey area of the Mean Valiey,
« inthe Fleet, Aldershot, Yatelay area in North East Hampshire,

s |n tha Aldershot, Famborough-Surrey boundary area (the Blackwater Gap), and
= between Southampton and Eastlaigh (sea andnote 8).

2.12 With the removal of strategic gaps around Winchester, the County have proposed a new
Structure Plan policy to protect the setting of the City. This would operate in addifion to nermal
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countryside policies.

2.13 The Districts have been strongly in favour of strategic gap policies, and are unwilling to
see any of the existing gaps lost. This has resulted in the suggested compromise of strategic
and local gaps being put forward in the current Structure Plan, despite the wish of the Panel to
remove referance to local gaps from the Plan. Where Districts have defined local gaps these
have also, on occasion, included green wedges, green coridors and greenways. Strategic
gaps have presentad some dilemmas to the new Unitary Authorities in South Hampshire whers
large sites offering potential economie benefits have been the subject of planning applications.

L eicestershine

2.14 Eleven green wedges, within and on the edges of Leicester, and three on the edges of
Loughborough, were first approved in the 1987 Leicestershire Structure Plan. These continuad
established policies for protecting structurally important areas of open land which influence the
form and direction of development in Leicester and Loughborough In Leicester the green
wedges penefrate the urban area, separating neighbourhoods. The wedges in the south of the
City are narrower than those in the north. Around a quarter of the City boundary, an the north
westem edge, has a peripheral pattern of restraint separating Leicester from dormitary villages
such as Groby, Anstey and Birstall (Flgure 2.4).

Figure 2.4: Green Wedges in and around Leicester

2.15 In 1884 further green wedges were approved in the Coalville and Hinckiey-Earl Shilton
area. Some additions were also made to the green wedges around Leicester at this time. The
2000 Deposit Structure Plan proposes no further strategic changes to the green wedges.
There is alsa an enabling policy in the Structure Plan, allowing for local gaps to be defined by
District Councils.

2.16 The aims of the green wedges include positive anvironmeantal ascirations as well as
restraint. The latter purposes are the prevention of coalescence and the pratection of
structurally important areas of epen land; and the farmer relate to preserving landscape and
wildlife links between town and country, providing recreational facilites and promoting positive

land management (see endnote 9)

217 A distinction between green wedges and Green Belt policy was made at the EIP
discussions into the 1887 Deposit Structure Plan, The Panel concluded there were no special
circumstances to justify a Green Belt around Leicester. They also noted that green wedges do
not constitute a Green Belt in the accepted sense, in that they do not seek to restrict the total
amount of development, but rather to ensure that as urban development extends, open land is
Incorporated within it. Green wedges are seen by the County Council as & dynamic tood for
shaping urban development and improving the quality of life of residents

2,18 There has been no conflict with the Districts and Lelcester City Council aver the principle
of green wedge policy. Bome Districts have sought to create additional green wedges, but the
County has not supported them where they feel they do niot fulfil the criteria in the Structure
Plan. Housebuilders have challenged green wedge polices at local plan inguiries, notably
thase within the Blaby Local Plan area in an economically buoyant part of the southern edge of
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the City

Individual Settlements
Kent

2.19 In Kent, the County Council have created a strategic gap to separate Maidsions and the
Medway Gap area from the Medway Towns of Rochester, Chatham and Gillingham and fram
each other. The gap, some seven and a half miles wide on an east-west axis, and an average
of three to four miles wide north-south, was adapted in the 1998 Kent Structure Plan. (zee
Figure 2.5} (see endnote 10). The three local authorities in the gap. {Tonbridge and Malling,
Maidstone and Medway), have sought to extend the gap in various ways, for exa mple to
recognise the separation between Gillingham and Chatham, The County have however
resisted this on the basis that the proposal was not strategic Mast prominently the County
Ceuncil objected to a proposal in the Tonbridge and Malling Deposit Draft Local Plan (19948)
which sought to extend the Strategic Gap by a significant amount from the south east 1o the
south west side of the Medway Gap settlemants. Housebuilders have objected to the policy
being included and extended in local plans, contending there is insufficient land for fulure new
housing in the Maidstone area.

2.20 The strategic gap is an anti-coalescence palicy, seen as necessary dus to new
employment and housing pressures in this part of Kent, and the closeness of the settlements in
this part of the County. Much of the sirategic gap is also covered by AONB and Specia!
Landscape Area polices.

Figure 2.5 Medway Towns Strategic Gap: Kent
Wiiltshire

2.21 The relevant strategic restraint policy in Wiltshire is a rural buffer, which Is located on the
western and southern edges of Swindon, with a small area north of the Town, This palicy was
approved in a Structure Plan alteration in 1980, The rural buffer is approximately four miles
wide west of Swindon and one mile wide fo the south. Its purpose is to avoid coalescence of
the fast growing urban area of Swindon with rural service centres such as Waotton Bassett and
Cricklade, and a number of villages arcund the town.

2.22 The EIP into the 1993 Structure Plan Alteration had considered and rejected the use of
Green Belt and strategic gap policies for the area. These were seen as Inappropriate when tha
aim of the restraint policy was to maintain the separate identity of towns and villages and to
protect the open countryside around Swindon, pending decisions on the long term future of the
town. This is thus a one off policy which, as the Structure Plan approval lefter states creates a
special presumption against development tending to lead to the coalescence of settlements

Figure 2.6: The Swindon Rural Buffer

2.23 Foliowing the EIP into the Draft Structure Plan of 1998 Swindon Borowgh and Wiltshire
County Councils have camied out a study into the possible direction of future growth around
Swindon. Growth is proposed south of the town. selting back part of the existing rural buffer io
allow for this. However loeal authority modifications to the Structure Plan propose extensions
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of the buffer to the east of Swindon, so that it would encircle the town. This is being considered
at the current EIP into the proposed amendments to the Structure Plan

4.24 There is strong support from Narth Wiltshire District for the rural buffer. The residents of

village and market towns around Swindon see the policy as the main way of retaining the

identity of such settiements. The largest number of representations on any topic on the

Structure Flan was on the rural buffer. A local Green Bell Protection Committee appeared at

gw-a_ElF' in Novemnber 1998 to argue in favour of a sirengthened restraint policy around
wingdor,

Lincoinshine

2.25 The cornerstone of policies (o protect the historic and natural environment of the City of
Lincoln is a senies of green wedges approved in the 1998 Lincoln Local Plan. These safeguard
the line and character of important views into and out of the City and help maintain Lincoln's
character as an urban area entwined with its rural seffing. The green wedges, together with
Areas of Great Landscape Value north and south of the City, and a Speclal Protection Zone in
Morth Kesteven defined in the adopted Wast Lindsay and North Kesteven Local Plan, help to
prevent coalescence of Lincoln and neighbouring setflements (see Figure 2.7).

2.26 The Deposit Draft of the Lincolnshire Structure Plan Review (1996) discussed a set of
policy options for the confinued protection of the unigue setting and special character of
Lincoin. Those considered most closely were

» a3 continuation of existing countryside palicies,

# the definition and management of structurally important areas of open land (termed green
wedges by the County Council), and

« the designation of a Green Belt o provide long term protection for an area encircling the

City.

Littte agditional land was required for new housing allocafions within the Structure Plan period
up to 2011 and there were few pressures for inappropriate development around Lincoln. The
twi Districts, West Lindsey and North Kesteven, in which any Green Belt or green wedges
would be located, were in favour of green wedges.

Figure 2.7: Green Wedges and other protected areas in and around Lincoln

2.27 The EIP Panel did not recommend approval of Green Beli, because existing policies were
regarded as adequate to control development. No examples of a failure of the exsting policy
framework were cited by interests favouring Green Belt designation, and no major changes in
circumstances sufficient to otherwise justify designation were established. Para 2. 14 of PPG 2
suggests Green Belts are a policy which should be introduced as an exceptional measure. No
exceptional circumstances were considered to be present in this case (see endnote 12 & 13).

2.28 The Structure Plan pelicy for Development Around Lincoln's Urban Fringes, endorsed by
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the EIP Panel, states that land should be identifiad to:

* protect the historic setting of the City from inappropriate development,

» protect structurally important areas of open land; and

* ensure that open areas of land extend outwards from Lincoln to preserve links with the
open countryside

2.29 The area of land covered by the policy is not indicated on the Structure Plan key diagram
Dietailed interpretation of the policy is left to the Districts who, it is suggested, may more clearly
identify areas for special protection in their proposals maps. Strong District support for the
policy suggests thal this process is assured. Arising from an EIP Panel recommendation, work
nas now commenced on an Alteration to the Structure Plan for the Lincaln Policy Area Among
other matters, this will extend the green wedge concept beyond the City boundary and will
involve delineation in the Key Diagram

MNorfolk

2,30 In Norfolk, the County Council operates a policy to protect the environmental assets of the
Morwich Policy area. The areas covered by the policy include: river valleys, areas of impaortant
landscape character, areas of woodland, and the landscape setfing of the Southern Bypass of
the City, The area covered is largely to the south of the City. These areas are to be identified in
iocal plans (see Figure 2.8). The policy was approved in 1993, and has been rolled forward In
the Structure Plan adopted in Qctober 1999, The EIP Panel recommended no amendments to
the peolicy in 1996,

2.31 The environmental assets policy was introduced following a propesal by the County
Council in 1888 for @ Green Belt around Norwich, This was rejected following the EIP in 1992,
and the strengthened environmental profection policy was introduced. The policy combines
environmental and restraint aspecis, and is juslified in erder 1o

= protect the historic setting of Norwich;

 safeguard the surrounding countryside and its particular features and green wedges, and
= prevent setfernents merging, restricting ribbon development and urban sprawl.

2.32 The EIP Panel concluded that Green Belt policy was not appropriate in 1992 for a number
of reasons;

« fthe rate of growth of the City was not seen as exceptional:

* there was no evidence that existing planning policies could not control development
pressures, and

= plans for the long term direction of growth around MNarwich had not been put forward by
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the Autharity,

The Secrelary of Siale agreed with these points and turned down the proposal (see andnote
14)

Figure 2.8: Protection of Environmental Assets around Norwich

2.33 Although the area coverad by the policy is defined by a ra nge of environmental assets
such as river valleys and areas of atiractive landscape developmant contral policles in the area
are the same as for Green Belts in PPG2. They were also updated to reflect the revision of tha
guidance in 1995,

2.34 The policy is supported by Morwich City and South Norfolk Districts. Broadland District
Council however cbjected to the policy at the 1998 EIP on the basis that it attempts to apply
Government guidance on Green Belts to areas of environmental protection.

Suffolk

2.35 The 1985 Structure Plan contains a special policy to protect part of the urban fringe of
|pswich. It states that in order to maintain the countryside around the Cily, and retain the
separate identity of nearby villages, care will be taken to maintain the open character of land
separating the villages of Kesgrave, Rushmere 5t Andrew and Faoxhill (on the north eastem
edge of Ipswich) from each other, and from Ipswich and Woodbridge. This succeeded a similar
policy in the 1978 Suffolk Structure Plan, which also referred to named villages on the westem
edge of |pswich, This special policy is not shown as an area on the key diagram of either plan.

2.36 In the 1983 Draft Structure Plan this policy has been widened to cover urban fringe areas
throughout the County (see andnote 15). Whilst development requiremeants will be met, the
separate identity of towns and villages will be maintained by the use of sirateglc gaps. Where
necessary strategic gaps will be jdentified in local plans. Wavenay Borough Councll have
Identified strategic gaps north and south of Lowestoft in their Local Plan

Gloucestarshire

2.37 The Second Review of the Gloucestershire Structure Plan (1997) included & policy for
designating a strategic gap on the southem edge of Gloucester, This was to prevent urban
spraw| and the coalescence of the Gloucester urban area with villages in the locality. The
proposed policy indicates that development should be opposed where it would visually or
physically diminish the amounl of open and undeveloped land within the strategic gap.
However the EIP Panel proposed (1889) that no evidence had been produced to indicate that
normal counfryside policies were Inadequate to protect the countryside from urban spraw|.
Using advice in PPGT The Countryside (para 4.16) they recommended rejection of the palicy,
This has been accegted by the County Council.

Main Findings

2.38 This analysis suggests that strategic restraint policies, in the sample of structure plans
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sludied, have the following attributes:

« they are smaller in extent than most Grean Belts. normally covering under five per cent of
a8 county area;

= thay lend to be in the south and south east of the cauniry, the largest areas are just

beyond the outer edge of the Metropolitan Green Belt, in areas such as Crawley-Gatwick-
Horsham and the Medway Towns,

* in seven out of nine cases county councils had sought Green Belt as a first opion but had
been rejected by the Secretary of State:

= decisions by the Secretary of State have sought generally to differentiate between
strategic gap and green wedge policies and Green Belt policy;

* where attempts have been made to re-formulate strategic gaps into continuous belts
around towns, as in the Hampshire Structurs Plan, this has been resisted: and

= districts and city councils have given strong support to sirategic gap and green wadge
policies; In some cases seeking their extension, and the adoption of stronger development
control policies within them (se2 endnote 16)
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3. The Purposes Of Strategic Gap And Green Wedge Policies
Infraduction

3.1 This chapter assesses the purposes of local restraint policy designations in terms of:

* the basic reasons why strategic gap and graen wedge policies have been introduced into
policy;

» how far the expressed purposes of strategic gaps and green wedges overlap with PPG2
pUrposes,

» the extent of links to posilive measures to enhance and manage the envirenment of the
urban fringe

3.2 The nine case study examples fall into three categeries, Whilst thers is some overlap, the
three basic categories are as follows:

» strategic gaps, Hampshire, West Sussex and Kent:

= rural buffers; Wiltshire, Suffolk and Gloucestershire: and
= green wedgas; Leicestershire, Norfoik and Lincolnshire,

The situations where strategic gaps, green wedges and rural buffers have been considerad
appropriate vary considerably. They wil therefore be treated in turn

Basic Rationales
Strategic Gaps

3.3 Strategic gaps have been most comprehensively used in West Sussex and Hampshire. In
both Counties they have a lengthy pedigree and a high level of local political support. The
essence of this support appears to reside in three basic arguments. These are!

* the need to protect the setting and separate identify of settlements, by avoiding their
coalescence;

= Ihe need o retain the opanness of the land by resisting greenfield growth, and thus
conserving the existing character of an area in terms of its current mix of urban and rural
developrment; and

« the need to provide real access and recreational benefits to urban dwellers, and the
perceived (psychological) as well as real benefits of having open countryside near to
where people live.
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3.4 The retention of the separate identity of individual setlements is extremely important o
people living in the urban fringe and in urban areas Successful strategic gap policies can help
safeguard local distinctivenass. A recent MORI poll conducted in West Sussex found strategic
gaps |0 be one of the most popular features of the County's planning policy. Successive
structure plans in West Sussex have used the same preamble 1o explain the basic reasons for
strategic gap policy

the settings of towns and villages are as impartant as the buildings and spaces
which comprise their urban environment and, if the individual character of a place
is to ba retained, its setting must be given close attenton. A clear visual break
when passing from place to place gives a recognisable structure to a group of
settlements, establishing in the travellers mind that they are arriving to somewhere

else (see endnote 1)

Separate identity is seen to be enhanced if there is an absence of urban activity within a
defined strategic gap. Development and road traffic movement are seen as reducing the
percephon of a gap. For these reasons very strong development control policies in such areas
are seen as desirable.

3.5 The second rationale suggests that retaining openness through the use of strategic gaps
can effectively retain the coherence of the setlement struciure, {as argued in Hampshire), and
the valued ambience created by the existing urban and rural structure, (as argued in West
Sussex) In Hampshire, strategic gaps are seen as most important in areas of the County
where the relationship between urban settiements, and the cpen or largely undeveloped
countryside between them, Is under such pressure that the coherence of the settlement
structure is in danger of being lost. This may be where large urban areas are tending o
coalesce, or where there is a danger of urban sprawi. Hampshire County Council argue as
follows:

the balance between the built-up areas and the open or largely undeveloped areas
around and between them is important. This relates to the danger of coalescence
and the need for identifying and protecting the gaps between the settliements

Involved (see endnots Z).

3.6 In West Sussex, the argument is made that the openness of a strategic gap Is tself an
environmental resource. As the study Environmental Capacily in Wesf Sussex argues.

both urban open spaces and strategic gaps have boundaries which are artificial,
and are usually defined in part or whotly by surrounding urban development. Yet,
no ang would think of arguing that urben greenspace was not an anvironmental
resource. The message is simple: the openness of the land is the essence of its
value as a resource {ses endnote 3).

Losing strategic gaps, it is argued, would mean an end to the existing urban structure of West

Sussex (see endnote 4). The County Council describe the image which it iz considered
important to retain as one of medium-sized and small towns and villages, setin good quality
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English lowland between Areas of Outstanding Matural Beauty

3.7 The third argument covers the benefits for sustainable develapment and the psychological
aftributes of siralegic gaps. Protecting undeveloped land close to where people live, it s
argued, retains the opportunity for local people to find the recreational, scenic or amenity
resgurces they require without having to travel long distances. In addition, Hampshire County
Counci suggest that having undeveloped land and countryside near residential areas canfers
psychological benefits which contribute to general quality for life and well-being of local
residents just by being there (528 endnole &)

Ruoral Buffers

3.8 Strategic gaps fend to be limited in extent, most often comprising narrow strips of land
designed to avoid coalescence and retain the existing settliement pattem. Where restraint iz
SBEN A% NECcessary over a wider geographical area, the policy can take the form of a rural
buffer, as in the area around Swindon, Wilishire or around pari of Ipswich in Suffolk. The
choice between rural buffer and strategic gap policies was appraised in the recent Swindon
Development Appraisal Study of 1988. In Swindon's case the need was for a policy to avoid
the coalescence of the town with around a dozen small towns and willages within three or four
miles of the urban area. To give certainty to the year 2011 it was felt that all settiements
around Swindon should be accorded egual protection (see endnote §) Strategic gaps were
rejected because they are normaily used to separate substantial urban areas only. The policy
ior restraint north and east of Ipswich also hag similar purposes to the Swindon policy, and
could also be fermed a rural buffer (paras 2 35-2 38)

Green Wedges

3.9 The emphasis in the most prominent example here {Leicestershire) is on protecting
structurally important areas of open land as development extends Thus green wedges help
shape urban growth, This approach is argued as more sustainable in that it retains the
penpheral development option for future housing. This is particularly important given the
formalisation of the sequential approach propesed in the draft PPG3 Housing (see endnote 7).

3.10 Three other arguments have been put forward to support green wedge palicies in the
Leicesiershire case,

» (unlike strategic gaps) they penetrate urban areas, and help preserve and promote
landscape and wildlife cormdors between tha countryside and urban areas,

» they provide space for appropriate recreational facilities within easy reach of urban
residents, at the same time reducing potential journey fimes to such facilities which might
otherwise be located in less accessible locations; and

= they facilitate the positive management of land so that the wedges are enhanced as an
important contributor ta the quality of life of nearby urban residents.

The creation of green networks linking urban open space and the countryside, and the
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retention and enhancement of access to nearby open land, are key themes of the policy.

3.11 The City of Norwich is a free-standing cathedral City in a rural setting with a large
medieval core. The quality of the City and the environment it provides are significantty
enhanced by its natural setting and, in particular, a number of river valleys crossing the area
The construction of a new Southemn By-Pass in the early 1880s focusaed pressures on the
particularly attractive southern approaches to the City

3.12 In order to protect these attributes restraint policy around Morwich is based on identifying
an area co-incident with high quality environmental assets. The main azsets identified are river
valleys, areas of important landscape or nature conservation character. areas of woodland
which help define a clear edge to the built up area, and other areas contributing to the
landscape setting of the City (see endnote B). In addition, open land which acts as areen
wedges within the built-up area of the City is included. A Grean Flan for Norwich, first
published in 1886, put forward policies to protect river comidors and woodad ridges within the
built up area, as well as to improve access lo major open areas by the creation of a Green
Links network. These ideas were subsequently incorporated in focal plans for the Norwich area
{zee endnote 9)

3.13 The green wedges policy around Lincoin is modeiled on that for Norwich. The basic
ourpose of the green wedges is to manage structurally important oper land areas in and
around Lincoln, and prevent inappropriate development that would affect the historic setting of
Lingaln. In their appraizal of the policy the County Council saw green wedges as retaining the
possibility for some future development in apprepriate locations on the edge of the City. At the
same bime as allowing approgriate development, green wedges Incorporated into the growing
urban area could be maintained, enabling optimum use of transport infrastructure. It was
argued that green wedges would not have some of the adverse consequences of Green Belis
such as:

= additional pressures in urban green space and open space; and
« the deflection of development beyond a fixed area of restraint to less sustainable locations

(zee endnote 10).

Accordingly the Lincoln, West Lindsey and North Kesteven Local Plans identify green wedges,
Areas of Great Landscape Value and the Skellingthorpe Protection Zone on the northem and
southern fringes of the City, where the additional policy of restraint would apply

Green Beif and Other Strategic Restraint Policy Purposes

3.14 An analysis of how far strategic gap and green wedge policies overlap with Green Belt
policy has been conducted The purposes are categorised according to those listed in the
relevant structure plan policies. The results are shown in Table 3 1. There are five main points
to be made here.

3.15 Firstly, the main overlap in purposes between stralegic gap and green wedges and Greer

Belt iz In the area of preventing the coalescence of setfemeants In Hampshire, Kent and West
Sussex the strategic gap policies act to separate substantial setflements. In this respect they
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arg the same as Green Belts which can be designated, a= stated in PPG2, to prevent towns
from merging. There is thus no difference in terms of functions between for example Green
Belts separating seftiements in the Fylde, Lancashire or Swadlincote and Burten-on-Trent and
many of the strategic gaps in Hampshire and \West Sussex

3.16 Secondly, virtually all of the strategic gap and green wedge policies alse have the

purpose of avoiding coalescence between large built-up areas and nearby villages. Avoiding
coalescence with villages is not, however, a purpose which overlaps with those of Green Beits.
Where proposals for Green Belts to perform this purpose have been suggested in the past they
have been tumed down by Government. in some of the larger strategic gaps in VWest Sussex
avoiding coalescence befween wvillages is also a purpuse of the policy, and similar reasoning
occurs in the cases of the Swindon rural buffer and the restraint area near Ipswich. This is also
not a purpose of Green Belt palicy,

Table 3.1: Comparison of Green Belt and Other Strategic Restraint Policy Purposes

3.17 Thirdly, the strategic gap and green wedge policies found do not have the purposes of
assisting urban regeneration or checking unrestricted sprawl, Also wording relating to
safeguarding the countryside was only included in the proposal for the Gloucester sirategic
gap, a paficy which was not accepted by the Government Office for the South West.

3.18 Fourthly, two of the restraint policies, those for Norwich and Lincoin, have the purpose of
protecting the setting and historic character of the two cities. In this sense the purpose does
overlap with that for Green Bells. However, bayond that, the policies differ radically from Green
Belts in terms of ther use of green wedges penetraling into cities, and the definition of the
restraint area based on the intrinsic value of local environmental assets, not mesely on the
position of the land in respect to urban areas.

3.19 Fifthly, the protection of important open tand, usually in the form of green wedges, is an
aim common to four of the counties studied. This encompassed the protection of land to retain
important views into and out of cities, and of open land providing links between urbar areas
and the countryside, This purpose does not overlap with Green Belt purposes.

The Strategic Local Disiinction

3.20 Green Belts are a nafionally-accepted palicy designation, with the same criteria being
applied to their definition. use and re-adjustment across the country. The justification, form and
general location of Green Belts is a topic for treatment within Regional Planning Guidance, as
acknowledged in the Draft PPG11 Reglonal Planning of 1999 (see endnote 11). By confrast
strategic gaps and green wedges are seen as local designations in PPG7 The Counirysids,
and therefore should not be dealt with in regicnal guidance.

3.21 Our interviews, and other material, suggest that this distinction has not been as clear cut
in the past as the guidance now suggests. Regional Planning Guidance for the South Wes:
(RPG10) acknowledges the rural buffer around parts of Swindon and advizes that this should
contnue to be protected against inappropriate development. There is also raference to the
rural buffer in the emerging spatial strategy for the South West (sse endnote 12) Where RPG
has not referred to the possibility of 8 Green Beit around a particularly city, this has been a
major factor in the rejection of county-promoted proposals. In making recommendations about
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the need for a Green Belt around Lincoln, the EIP Panel noted there iz no reference to a Green
Belt for Lincoln in either RPG 8 or the emerging Regional Guidsnce for spalial Development of
the East Midlands. Similarly, Regional Guidance in the East Midlands dees not refer to
Leicestershire's green wedge policy

3.22 The Sustainable Development Strategy for the Soulh East submitted by SERPLAMN.
suggested that Green Belts and strategic gaps should have the same status in implementing
policies for urban containment in the Region (see endnote 13). The EIP Panal Repaort,
however, seeks to make a distinction between Green Belts and strategic gaps. it recommends
that strategic gaps should not have a role in shaping regionally-getermined patterns of
development It states strategic gaps and other county designations are of local significancs
oniy and should not pre-empt the spatial consideration of regienal policy in RPG. (see endnote
14) The suggested spatial strategy for the Region includes a major APLE {Area of Planned
Expansion) in & location partly covered by a strategic gap near Crawley in West Sussex (seg

endnote 15). It alze suggests there could be amendments to strategic gaps near Southampton
and Portsrmouth in Hampshire

3.23 West Sussex County Council regard their strategic gaps as protecting the character of the
County, which they see as a resource of regional significance They are therefore opposed to
the approach taken by the Regional EIP Panel.

Posidive Urban Fringe Policies

3.24 The Governments strategy for sustainable development A Beller Quality of Life supports
Initatives to create improved open space and wildlife habitats in and around towns. The
creation of new woodlands, improved countryside access, informal recreation and land
reclamation are all important objectives for the countryside around towns. The urban fringe will
be an important area bndging between the forthcoming Urban and Rural White Papers (see
engdnote 16} Al of the counties studied were pursuing positive policies to enhance urban fringe
areas. For exampie, the Great Westermn Community Forest area is clozely co-incident with the
area of the Swindon rural buffer, and both Swindon and Lincoln are experimental areas for the
Countryside Agency-supported Greenways project. This study was restricted to interviews with
policy staff at County level. The detail collected on positive urban fringe measures was, of
necessity, limited.

3.25 In Hampshire the main involverment of the County has been joint work with Districts along
the M27 cormder. Supplementary Planning Guidance has been produced for sirategic gaps
Examples include the Eastleigh Southarplon Strategic Gap: A Planning and Management
Framework for Nerth Sloneham and the South West Fareham Counlryside Siralegy (see
gndngte 17). The South West Fareham strategy includes measures to conserve and enhance
the historic pattern of the undeveioped landscape, to integrate urban edges with their
countryside setting, and to improve public access in the area. In addition. 8 number of
countryside management projects cover strategic gaps. These have baen seen as impartant
by Inspectors at local plan inguiries. The County has a separate budget for environmental
impravements to strategic gaps

3.26 The main vehicle for environmental improvement in the Leicester urban fringe is the
Leicestar Urban Fringe Countryside Managemen! Project Funded by the Counlryside Agency
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and seven local authentes, including the City and County Councils, the project aims 1o

* ranage existing counlryside resources;
= enhance the attractiveness of the urban frings;
= improve accessibility to and within the project area;

= improve peoples awareness of the urban fringe countryside: and
® encourage community action.

Civer the 1899B-8 period the project has carried out a household survey of residents nearto a
green wedge, and has progressed management plans for the Anstey Lane and Scaptcroft
green wedges (3@ endnote 18), The National Forest area abuts the urban fringe of Lelcester
to the north west where it links with the Anstey green wedge. Access and recraation links
between the two areas are being promoted.

J.2T In Norwich aftenton focuses around river valley and river comridor enhancemanl. In 1988
Morwich City Council adopted a Green Plan which involved creation of a Green Links network,
Thig helped link residential areas to open spaces and river corriders. Following this, two
projects the Wensum Valley Project (1998) and an Urban Fringe Project (1990} were
established. Resources from a successful Single Regeneration Budget Challenge Fund bid
have bean usad to azsist tha Green Links scheme and o provide other greening and access
initiatives. The River Comidor Enhancement Study (1997) covers an area similar to that defined
in the Structure Plan as the special area of restraint around Norwich. It comprises an action
pian, Supplementary Planning Guidance, and design gukdalines for indwidual schemes. Among
ten opportunities for enhancement, the following are prominent

= creation of new wildlife habitat and wildlife comdors;
« complation of river and valley walks;

» creation of green links between residential areas and schools and nverside walks; and

= creation of cycleways and linkages ta the Naftional Cycling Network {see endnote 19).

3.28 West Sussex County Council would like to set up partnerships with Districts to set in place
Stralegic Gap Improvement Plans. These would promaote higher quality landscapes and
recreation provision than currently exist. The County are investigating the feasibility of using
section 108 planning cbligations to retain the openness of stralegic gap land a8 compensation,
or frade-offs in association with nearby development (see endnote 24). Land In strategic gaps
would be donated or covenantad to local authanties by developers. This land would ba
managed and improved for public benefit {recreation, nature conservabon, access). This
process, it is suggested, would make it easier to persuade local people of the need and ment
of releasing land for development if they could see benefits in exchange. These suggastions
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remain at the feasibility stage
Main Findings

3.28 Each strategic restraint designation has a different basic rationals, and a number gveriag
(o some extent with Green Belt purposes. Also there are links to the positive management and
enhancament of the environment of the urban fringe covered by such designations.

3.30 The basic purposes of the designations are as follows:

« for stratemc gaps: they are to protect the setting and separate idenfity of settlements, and
to avoid coalescence, retain the existing settiement pattern by maintaining the openness of
the land; and retain the physical and psycholagical benefits of having open land near o
where people live;

* for rural buffers; they are to avoid coalescence with settiements {including villages) near a
town untl the long-term direction of growth is decided: and

= for green wedges, they are to protect strategic open land helping to shape urban grawth
as it progresses, to preserve and enhance links between urban areas and the
countryside; and to facilitate the positive management of land.

3.31 The main overiap between strategic gap and green wedge and Green Belt purposes is in
the area of preventing the coalescence of settliements. Most of the strateqic gap and green
wedge policies also have the purpose of avoiding coalescence betwean large built-up areas
and villages. The purpose does not however overlap with those of Green Belts, Strategic gap
and green wedge palicies do not have the purposes of assisting urban regeneration or
checking unrestricted sprawl. The restraint policies for Nerwich and Lincoln have the purpose
of protecting the historic settings of the two cities. Bul the areas covered by the policy relate to
the guality of the natural resources and not just the position of the land. The protection of
imgortant open land, in the form of green wedges. is an aim common to four of the counties
studied. This does not overlap with Green Belt purposes.

3.32 There was some confusion over the status of the three types of designation in Regional
Fianning Guidance; some were referred 1o, and some were not. The question of how far the
three types of designation can restrain regionally -derived patterns of growth has yet to be
clarified

3.33 All of the Counties studied had pursued positive measures to improve the environment of
thedr urban fringe areas, and such initiatives were often keyed to the particular designations
studied. These included strategic gap management framewarks, countryside managemeant
projects and rver cornidor enhancement studies. There was general acceptance of the view
that environmental improvement measures were a necessary complement to restraint. This
study is, of course, unable to demonstrate that positive policies to enhance the environment

are more effective in areas covered by green wedge as opposed those covered by o Gresn
Belt policies.
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4, Permanence And The Definition Of Boundaries
infroduction

4.1 This chapler assesses the permanence of strategic gap and green wedge policies, and the
definition of boundaries of such restraint areas, and how these issues have been handled. In
deseribing permanence a contrast between Green Balt and strategic gap and green wedge
policies can be made. Planning guidance in PPG2 Green Baits states the essential
characteristic of Green Belts 1s their permanence. Their protection must be maintained as far
as can be seen ahead (see endnote 1). In practical terms an approved Green Bait in 3
development plan is required to be long term, that is related to a time scale which is langer
than that adopted for other aspects of a structure plan (ses endnote 2). No time period is
narmally given to long-term. Green Belts should also nermally endure beyond the planning
hornzan of RPG (see endnote 3)

Permanence

4.2 There is no national guidance on the permanence of strategic gaps and green wedges in
sfructure plans. In some Counties the position is clear, Bul confusion has arisen, especially in
the Counties where the policy has been widely deployed.

4.3 In its submitted Structure Plan of 1966 Hampshire County Council intended that strategic
gaps wauld have a degree of permanence similar to Green Belts (sge endnote 4). Boundaries
should only be altered in excephional circumstances, such as an overmiding need for &
particular development The EIF Panel however saw no case to accord strategic gaps the
permanence of Green Balts. They noted with the probability of growth in South Hamgshire
continuing in the next Plan period, we think it unwise to close any ophion for the future direction
of any urban expansion at this stage (see endnote 5). In their latest set of proposed
amendments the Hampshire authorities suggest strategic gaps should continue to be seen as
long-term (see endnote &) The Inspector at the Fareham Local Plan Inquiry (LPI) however
has interpreted long-term in the context of strategic gaps to be a period at least as long as the
development plan (see endnote 7).

4.4 it is worth noting here that changes have been made to strategic gaps in Hampshire as the
Structure Plan has been reviewed. For example, the need to meet strategic housing
requirements has led to the deletion of one strategic gap and the substantial alteration of
another, both near Basingstoke, in 1984. Also a number of changes have been agreed to
strategic gaps in the M27 Corridor through the local plan process. This suggests we have
maoved 1o a position where strategic gaps in Hampshire have de facto the same duration as the
remainder of the policies In the structure plan

4.5 In West Sussex strategic gaps, as approved in the 1993 Structure Plan, are described as
long-term. In terms of status, the 1988 SoS Letter of Approval stated that strategic gaps should
not impose a presumption against development, and the 1997 Panel saw the use of strategic
gap land as the |ast stage in a sequential process of searching for new development locations.
It stated that the poficy should allow for possible development in gaps which might become
necessary once all other options had been exhausted However it was also stated that any
approved development should not compromise the fundamental integnty of a gap (see endnote
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B). The submitted Structure Plan of 1998, equates long-term with the duration of the Plan, and
the planners interviewed accepted that this was now the position

4.6 The Maldstone Gap policy, approved in the Kent SP of 1886 does net refer to long-term
protection of the area. The policy states only that separation betwesn the relevant Medway
towns will be maintained. This is quite clearly different to the wording used for Graen Belts (see
endnote &)

4.7 In the case of the Swindon rural buffer, the Swinden Development Appraisal Study notes
the rural buffer in palicy terms, s a step beiow Green Belt policy Itis a temporary measure of
protection from major development which can be revised with each subsequent structure plan
review (see endnate 10). Itis therefore not a long-term designation in the same way that
Green Belt is. The primary funciion of the buffer is the prevention of coslescence. However, if
the best location for future development, say in terms of reducing the need for travel, lies within
the buffer then, it is suggested, the land should be released The current proposal in the
Wiltshire Structure Plan appears to conform with these principles, proposing a southern
development area on the edge of Swindon, on land previously defined as rural buffer. A
proposal for strategic gap policies around Swindon was refected by the So5 in 1880 The rural
buffer has wider functions, 1o keep the defined area clear of major development, pending future
reviews of the Structure Plan and appraisals of Swindon's development needs (see pndnate
11). The designation functions to sacure an orderly release of land for development, and its
duration is the same as the period of the structure plan

4.8 In the context of green wedges in Leicestershire, there is no statement in the Structure
Plan on their level of permanence. Local planners see green wedges as a designation which
has the same duration as the Structura Plan, and ¢an be re-assessed when the Plan is
reviewed. In the Leicestershire case successive Structure Plans have altered the areas
covered by existing green wedges to some extent, but these changes have not compromised
the integrity of the policy. It should be noted that green wedges in Leicestershire cover far less
land than ig covered by strategic gaps in Hampshire or West Sussex,

4.9 The policy for the pretection of the environmental assets of the Norwich Policy Area does
not have the same permanence as Green Belt. The original Letter of Approval for the policy by
the 3035 in 1993, considered that giving the environmental assets policy a permanence similar
to that of Green Belt policy would be undesirable. It would, they stated, in effect freeze the
City's pattern of development before medium-term development needs had beaen taken into
account tsgieﬂm:mtg_u}. The policy thus has the same duration as other palicies in the Plan,

Boundary Definition

4.10 Linked to gueshons of permanence are those of boundary definition. Most structure plans
list the purposes of their strategic gaps and green wedges, stating that appropriate boundaries
will be defined in local plans. Questions surrounding the criteria to be used in defining strategic
gaps have received most comment at EIPs and by Inspectors at Local Pian Ingquiries. Most
DETR interventions have bean to seek to limit the extent of strategic gap restrainis as
compared to those suggested by local authorities

4.11 In Hampshire. successive EIP Panels have sought to limit strategic gaps to the eszential
minimum of land. The Hampshire County Council had proposed, in its 1998 Structure Plan,
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that strategic gaps should

= saparate large urban areas;

= be of a size which enables them to be a counterweight to the large urban areas they
separate; and

» have sufficient width to enable them over a large part of their area to have a
predominantly rural andlor open appearance and land use (see endnote 13).

4.12 The Panel argued that the strategic gaps should be anly the essential minimum to avoid
coalescence, They should be focused on the narmow points of gaps between settiements
where the threat of coalescence is real and undesirable. The Hampshire proposals were sesn
as too much about the absolute protection of bread areas of countryside and coast. The
counterweight argument was seen as having little meaning and the Pane! suggested avoiding
coalescence shouid be the sole purpose of strategic gaps

4.13 The proposed green collar around Southampton (see para 7.9) was seen as oo
extensive, baing drawn bath tightly up to the curent boundary of the urban area, with parts of
its outer edge extending into open countryside free from development. The proposal would, it
was arguad, be an irreversible restraint on the sustainable development of Southampton. Itis
now proposed that more mited, discrete gaps, forming narrow areas between subslantial
sefflements anly, should be defined as strategic gaps (see endnote 14).

4.14 A large number of criteria have been suggested as relevant to determining the location of
siralegic gaps. The So5 Letter of Approval to the Structure Plan 1893 suggested two criteria;

= the nature of the developed areas on aither side of the gap; and

= the visual perception of the gap, allowing for local topography.

4.15 The Inspector at the Inguiry into the Eastleigh LP (zee endnote 15) in 1898 was unable to
define a standard formula for delineating strategic gaps. He considerad the following factors
most useful:

distance;

« topography,

» landscape characterityps;

= vegefabon,

= existing usas and density of buildings;

= nature of urban edges;
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« inter-visibility (the ability fo see one edge from another);

* Intra-visibility {the ability fo see both edges from a single point);
= fhe sense of leaving a place.

He suggested that, as with Green Beilts, detailed boundaries on the ground should be logical,
reasonable and defensible and readily identifiable through existing durable features of the
landscape.

4.16 In West Sussex criteria for the definition of strategic gap boundaries have been loosened
The 1880 Structure Plan stated thal strategic gap boundaries should net normally differ
significantly from the boundary of the developed area except to recognise any outstanding
allocations for development, By April 1888 the So2 had confirmed that for West Sussex the
boundaries of strategic gaps and built up areas should riof necessarily be coincidental, and
that the purpose of gaps was to prevent coalescence, not to impose a presumption against
davelopment. The 1998 Plan acknowledges thal there may be land between settlements listed
which is not within the relevant sirategic gap (see endnote 16).

4.17 In Kent, Structure Plan policy suggests the detailed criteria for definition of the Medway
Towns strategic gap will be listed in local plans. The Tonbridge and Malling LP put forward the
following three criteria at the LP1 inte thelr Plan in 1998. These were accepted by the County.
These are;

= the location of land in relation to adjoining settlements;

# the openness of the land; and
« the visibility of the land fram public vantage pomnts.

Main Findings

4.18 The main findings in respect of permanence and the drawing of boundaries are;

« sirategic gaps in Hampshire, West Sussex and Kent have the same duration as other
palicies in the structure plan, they are not long term as defined for Green Belt policy in
PPG 2,

« the rural buffers and green wedges studied also had the same duration as the relevant
structure plan;

* inthe cases of Hampshire and West Sussex, local opinion would prefer to regard strategic
gaps as having the same level of parmaneance as Green Belts;

= in defining strategic gaps and other restraint designations it is impartant to only include
land that is strictly necessary to fulfil the purposes of the policy,;
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= factors such as openness, topography, intervisibility, the nature of urban edges and
vegetation cover should be taken into account in defining boundaries; and

* clearly identifiable and logical features on the ground should be used to produce
defensible boundaries
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5. Development Control Principles And Practice
infraduction

5.1 This chapter invesligates what are considered as appropriate land uses in strategic gaps
and green wedges. These are compared to the development control policles for Green Balt
cutlined in PPG2. The level of detail listed in structure plan policies, as guidance to districts, is
also discussed.

Development Confrol in Green Balls

5.2 Development control in Green Belts is based on a number of clear principles, There is a
presumption agains! inappropriate development in a Green Belt area. Very special
circumstances need to be demonstrated by an applicant who wishes to secure permission for
uses other than those in a strictly limited list contained in the guidance. The overall aim of the
policy Is to keep land permanently open, New buildings will usually be inappropriate unless for:

* agriculture and forestry,
= essential facilities for outdoor sporl and outdoor recreation;
» limited changes for existing dwellings;

# limited infilling in existing villages and limited affordable housing; and
» |imited infilling and redevelopment of major existing developed sites.

The re-use of buildings will also, in cerdain circumstances, be allowed Mineral extraction nesd
not be inappropriate development in Green Bells, although great care should be taken to
ensure that high environmental standards are maintained (see endnote 1).

Development Conlral in Strategic Gaps and Green Wedges

5.3 The principle of retaining openness is commaon 1o strategic gap, green wedge and Green
Belt policies. In Hampshire, the Structure Plan Review states that within strategic gaps
parmission will not be given for development which visually or physically diminishes the
amount of open and undeveloped land (see endnate 2). The County Councll sees a need for
the degree of constraint to be higher than in the general countryside, because of the
impartance given to retaining these gaps. They consider there are developments which would
be allowed in the countryside, perhaps even in Green Bells, such as large institutional uses,
which would not be allowed in a strategic gap. This is because the gaps are usually so narrow
and limited in extent that any development would affect their openness, and could be seen as
contributing to visual or physical coalescence (sea endnote 3). The EIF Panel investigating the
Hampshire plan are seeking to qualify this policy, suggesting that any approved development
should not significantiy diminish the extent of a strategic gap (see endnote 4).

5.4 The proposed Hampshire formulation is similar to that already operating in Kent. The
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Tenbridge and Malling LP palicy for the Medway Gap states that development will not be
permitted which significantly extends the built confines of existing rural setlements or urban
areas. This, the LP| Inspector suggests, allows for some possible small-scale development on
the fringes of the strategic gap which would nat unreasonably compromise its main purpose

(gee endnote 5)

5.5 The West Sussex SP of 19593 contained a policy for strategic gaps which s more restrictive
than for Green Belts. It established a compeliing circumstances test for any development
sought within a strategic gap. Uses which could, exceptionally, be regarded as compelling
included development essential for,

= agriculture or foresiry;
= roads

= opportunities to maet a demand for quiet informal recreation; and
» mineral extrachion and waste disposal (ses endnote §)

5.6 The EIF Panel into the 1986 Structure Plan, where the written statement contained
essentially the same policy, recommended removal of the compelling circumstances test. This
was on the basis that it incorrectly indicated the degree of protection which ought 1o be
afforded to strategic gaps (see endnole 7). The proposed criteria now suggests that proposals
would be subject to the most rigorous examination. Development will only be permitted if it will
not compromise individually or cumulatively the ebjectives and fundamental integrity of the
gap. Permission may, however, be granted to meet other requirements of the Development

Plan {zee endnote &),

5.7 Development control principles in green wedges of a strategic nature in Leicastershire are:

= toretain the open and undeveloped character of the wedge;

= 1o retain and create green networks between the countryside and open spaces in the
urban areas, and

= to retain and enhance public access, especially for recreation.

5.8 The detailed listing of uses seen as acceptable in Leicestershire is given in Table 5.1
These were informed by Green Belt development control policy elsewhere, allowing for
agriculture, forestry and ouldoor recreation. In ferms of recreation, for example. the plan
suggest that outdoor recreational uses such as sports pitches and golf courses are acceptable,
but any associated development, essential for operational requirements, should be small in
scale and sited so0 as to retain the open and undeveloped nature of the green wedge. Itis
suggested that more formal outdoor recreational facilities should be located adjacent 1o the
built up areas, to minimise the need to travel and to lessen the impact on the openness of the
wedge. The Plan also discusses park and ride facilities These, it is suggested, should only be
located in a green wedge in exceptional circumstances, and if there is no other suilable site
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available outside the green wedge. It is proposed that local plans should elaborate on what
types of development would permanently damage the open and undeveloped character of
green wedges (see endnote 8). This reverses the logic for specifying development control
lpu::{llﬂ;es in Green Belts, where only the not unacceptable (ie generally acceptable) uses are
isted,

Table 5.1; Development Contraf in Green Wedges in Leicestershire

Only the foliowing uses will be accaptable.. provided the development
associated with these uses does not permanently damage the open and
undeveloped character of the Green Wedge:

8. agricidhure

2. OUsdonr recraation

b. forestry

c. footpaths, bridieways and cycleways
d. mineral uses

In addition the following land uses will only be acceptable if appropriate
measuras are taken o minimise severance and adverse effects on the

amenity of the Grean Wedge:

f. road propasals in the development plan

f. dedicated public transpert routes (in excepticnal circumstances
where there iz no altemative route)

g. park and ride facilities (if no other suitable site cutside a Green

Wedge s available)

Provision will be made in Green Wedges for the retention and creation of
green nebworks between urban open spaces and the countryside, and
the retention and enhancement of public access, especially for
recreation.

Source: Leicestershire, Leicester and Rutland Structure Plan 15817-2011,

policy 6
5.9 One of the pnnciples of current Green Belt development control policy generally is that it is
clearly distinguishable from policies for other parts of the countryside. The policy intreduces a
presumption against development, and a set of extra firn development contrel provisions
which apply in Green Belis and nowhere else. In the case of Narwich, the policy 1o protect the
enviranmental assets of the City was first proposed as Gresn Belt. Although Green Beilt status
was rejected, the devefopment control guidelines of PRPG2 were still followed. The Draft
Structure Plan Review, submitted in 1998, proposed continuation of this policy, revised to
accord with the up-dated PPG2 of 1885

5.10 At the recent (1888) Structure Plan EIP, Norfolk County Council suggested that there was
a softening of aftitude by the Government to the use of national criteria for local designations.
This was, they considerad, reflected in the Governments response to the Select Commitiee
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report on Housing, where It was suggested this might be an issue considerad in a future review
of PPG 2 (see endnote 10). The Panel also noted the Governments view that strategic gap and
similar policies should, for the lime being, carry less weight than Green Bell policy,

5.11 The Panel felt the propesed policy for environmental assats around Narwich was as
restnctive as PPGZ, They recommended no change be made however, arguing that:

the matter is not clear cut . the overriding consideration ... is to maintain continuity
between the approved Struciure Plan (of 1993) and the present Draft Plan and on
balance we have concluded that the policy should stand. Bearing in mind that the
policy seems to have worked, it has wide support, the Govermnments statemant is
not enbrely clear and that tougher policies are already coming forward in the South
Morfolk Local Plan, we do not feel it appropriate to change the policy at this time

{see endnote 11)

5.12 The Swindon rural buffer is also a hybrid policy. The SoS letter of approval for the buffer
in 1980 makes the following points;

» the key diagram would show a broad area where there would be a special presumption
ggainst development likely to lead to the coalescence of settlements

= the buffer should be designed to operate without the need for precise boundaries to be
defined in local plans; and

= the buffer should prevent development which might cumulatively lead to coalescence.

5.13 The buffer would protect against major development, but would allow for some small-
scale development in defined circumstances. The approved policy for the rural buffer suggests
that approval will not normally be given for new buildings other than for agriculiure, forestry,
mineral extraction or other uses appropriate to a rural area. Development in towns and villages
and the conversion of buildings within the rural buffer would also be subject to the other
palicies of the Plan (see endnote 12). Government Office views on the draft policy in the
Proposed Modifications to Wiltshire 2011 is that references to development contral should be
removed from the policy; the Explanatory Memorandum in future should refer to limiting
development to that appropriate to a rural area

Monidonng

5.14 Local authonties were asked how, and in what ways, they monitored the outcomes of
sirategic gap and green wedge policies. All of the authorities interviewed claimad the policies
had been successful in keeping areas open, although virtually no systematically analysed data
were available to show this (see Table 5.2). One-off exercises to inform individual discussion
topics at EIFs were the norm. Lincolnshire County Council claimed there were too few
gevelopment pressures to make manitoring worthwhile around the City. In Swindon, although a
monitoring system had been set up, staffing changes had led 1o a cessation of work on its
operation
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Table 5.2 The Monitoring Situation in the Case Study Areas

County Status

West Sussex milestones monitoring report in 1999;
detailed davelopmen! control analysis for
1884.5

Hampshire no formal monitoring; some evidence to |
LPis.

Leicestershire na formal monitoring

Kent no formal monitoring: analysis in small
parl of Medway Gap for vear 1986.7.

Wiltshire monitoring scheme drawn up, but not
implemented.

Lincolnshire no formal monilenng

Norfolk no formal monitering

Sulfolk no formal monitoning

Source: local authority Interviews |

5.15 West Sussex County Council had the only systematic monitoring information, mainly
becausa maintaining strategic gaps is seen as a key county milestone. A study of land
presently and previously designated as strategic gap, and now no longer designated in plans,
shows that 217 hectares, just under one per cent of the total land in strategic gaps. had been
tost since their inception in plans. The largest areas deleted are around Crawley, with a small
area near Chichester (see endnote 13). The study Environmental Capacity in West Sussex
analysed the rate of land lost between seftlements from 1946 to date. The results showed a
reduction in land loss comesponding with the introduction of gaps as policy designations in
1880. Losses since that ime have been noted in Selzay, in the Littlehampton area, and on the
west side of Worthing, a number associated with road improvements (see endnote 14)

5.16 The results of a detailed study of applications submitted in strategic gaps in West Sussex
In 1884 and 1895 is shown in Table 5.3. This shows that just under one half of applications
were permitted. One third of applications refused were taken to appeal. However only one out
of the 21 appeals was upheld. The majority of applications permitted retated to agriculture and
forestry, and transport and utilities. Most of the development permitted resulted in efther no
additional floorspace or a very small land take of less than 100 sq. m. Some 28 applications
were for residential development by infiling or for single plots. The majority of the schemes (of
one or two units) were permitted. The main schemes to challenge strategic gap policy recently
have been for the expansion of existing employment sites in Littlehampton and Shareham. The
County Council objected in both cases. However the relevant Districts approved the schemas,
on the basis that there were no realisbec alternative sites, and there was a need to retain and
Increase jobs in the two areas. A proposal for a Heritage Museum In a strategic gap near
Shoreharn was refused on appeal in 1998 (see endnote 15)

Table 5.3: Planning Decisions in Strategic Gaps in West Sussex: 1994-5

Status Mumber of per cent
applications
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permitted 103 48 8

refused 66 313

refused and taken to appeal 21 10.0

temporary permission 13 g.2

withdrawn 8 3.7

total {211 100.0
number of appeals

dismissed 18

upheid 1

withdrawn 2

Source: WSCC (1999) Mind the Gap, p13. |

5.17 In Kent, the County Councif carried out an appraisal of refusals of major development
proposals adjacent to the M20 near Maidstone, within pant of the strategic gap. These covered
the period 1986-1997. The proposals included a petrol station, nen-food retail use, a retail
warehouse park, a large hotel and residential uses. Some seven of the 13 schemes went to
appeal, and all of the appeals were dismissed. There was strong support from Inspectors for
the strategic gap in the appeal decisions. If approved, these schemes would have virtually
eroded part of the gap between the north western edge of Maidstone and Ditton.

5.18 The policy 1o protect the environmental assets of Norwich was introduced in response,
particutarly, to increased development pressures resulting from the completion of the Southern
By-Pazs. Al the time the policy was introduced, in the early 1990s, there was considerable
pressure for major retail uses around the main junctions. An appeal by Tesco, at the junction of
the A11 and the By-Pass, was turned down in 19593 as was a housing scheme in open
countryside. A number of smaller-scale proposals, incliding extensions to a car park, a store
on land in the Yare Valley, and a small meeting hall near a railway line, were upheld at apoeal
in the 1993-4 period. QOverall the County Council considers that appeal decisions demonstrate
that the policy in the 1993 Structure Plan has proved successful in preventing developments in
areas where it is considered it would cause damage to the historic setting of Norwich (see
endngle 16). The County has resisted the inclusion of truck stops, park and ride facilities and
long stay car parking as appropriate uses in the policy area.

Main Findings

5.19 The main findings in relation to development control poficies are that

« the strategic gap and green wedge policies contained an additional presumption against
development, over and above the siricl contrels normally applied by local authorities in the
countryside;

= the main principle deployed was that of the retention of openness in the areas concerned;
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this was followed by a concern to retain the integrity of such areas;

* insome counties development control pelicies in strategic gaps were equally or more
stringent than for Green Belts; it was argued these were necessary because of the |imited
extent of gaps, and the immediate danger of coalescence in many areas;

» Government Offices and EIP Panais have proposed less absolutist prescriptions for new
development than focal authorities; for example, by Introducing the idea that new
development should not significantly diminish the extent of a gap, thus allowing for small-
scale change;

= the policy for the control of the environmental assets of the Norwich policy area was the
same as for Green Belts; however Green Belt status had been rejected In the Nonwich
area in 1993;

= the rural buffer around Swindon is designed to resist major development; smaller-scale
change is allowed for in the policy, and development control policies are similar to the
remainder of the countryside,

5.20 For development coniral and monitaring the main findings are that:

« monitoring and other analysis of development control cutcomes was al best sketchily done
and, at worst, was non-existent;

= all of the authorities iInteniewed claimed their strategic gap and green wedge policies had
been successiully used in development control, and had been upheld by Inspectors at
appeal,

= jn West Sussex axisting local plans were proposing approximately a one per cent
reducton in the area of strategic gaps in the County, and important current pressures
faund related to existing businesses seeking expansion space adjacent to their cument
sites.
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6. The Way Forward
The Broad Picture

6.1 Strategic gaps and green wedges are well embedded in planning practice at county level,
Nearly one half of counties have policies giving an extra presumption against development in
the countryside Locationally the policies are found beyand Green Belts, in particular beyond

the Metropolitan Green Belt and in parts of the Outer South East. The policies are extremely
popular with local residents and environmental groups

6.2 District Councils in the case study areas have sought a greater number of strategic gaps
than County authoribes thought necessary. This has led to some Counties putting forward
slrategic gaps which are not truly strategic in their objectives. As a result there has been much
technical discussion at EIPs on the valid purposes, extent and level of permanence of strategic
gaps. In Leicestershure there have also been pressures from the Districts to define additional
green wedges, and these have baen resisted by the County. Around Swindon, North Wittshire
District are keen to instil the rural buffer with greater permanence than the other local
authorties involved intend. Defining strategic gap and green wedge policies in structure plans
has created as much |ocal controversy and technical debate as in many Green Belt areas

implemeanting the National Guidance

6.3 The guidance in PPG 7 The Counlryside suggests that strategic gaps and rural buffers
should only be maintained if there is reason to beheve that normal planning policies cannot
provide the necessary protection. There has been a small amount of local-level policy analysis
on this issue since the guidance was issued in January 1997 Lincolnshire County Council
compared normal countryside policies. with green wedges and Green Belt as part of the
consultation stage of their most recent Structure Plan. Swindon Borough Council also
considerad strategic gaps as an alternative to rural buffers in their recent study of development
potential around the Town. However there has been little in-depth analysis which has
demonsirated that normal countryside policies are inadeqguate in any of the study areas. A
more important factor has been the backing for such policies at district council level. The
support of West Lindsey and Morth Kesteven District Councils was sean as of major
importance for the introduction of green wedge policies around Lincoin. Otherwise Panels have
assessed the weight of opinion at EIPs before coming to judgements. This appears to have
been the case around Norwich, where thare was relatively little development control evidence
confirming a problem. The main trigger appeared to be development pressures generated by
the new Southern By-FPass

6.4 It is also clear that there is no agreament on how strategic gaps. green wedges or rural
buffer zones should be defined, The guidance in PPGT should be revised, or a new section
should e introduced in PPG2, o clarify the purposes, extent and level of permanence of these
policies. The process of negotiating around different strategic gap formulafions has been fime
conswming and complex. In addition, there have been guestions over the distinction between
strategic gaps and local gaps, and how far the latter should be coverad in structure plans.
Confusion confinues in some areas. A number of the stakeholders around Swindon consider
the rural buffer to be a Green Belt, as evidenced by the existence of a Gresn Belt Protecton
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Committee in the areal
Chverdap with Green Beils

6.5 The House of Caommons Environment Committee have suggested that where the functions
of strategic gaps and rural buffers overlap with those of Green Belt. consideration should be
given to according them the same status. This study suggests that strategic gaps and green
wedges do have one or two purposes in common with Green Belts, but that rural buffers do
not Strategic gaps share the purpose of avoiding coalescence, but do not share any other key
attributes, As used fo date strategic gaps do not have:

= the same level of presumption against development;

= the same level of permanence, not being long-term as defined in PPG2:; and
* fhe need to demonstrate exceptional circumstances for the adjustment of boundarnies,

6.6 Rural buffers do not share any purposes with Green Belis as they are designed to maintain
separaion between a large town and surrounding villages. |n additicn they imply no strict
presumption against development in the same way as Green Belts, or level of permanence
beyond the period of the structure plan. Gresn wedges can be used to perform an anti-
coalascance function, and may help protect the setling and character of historic towns, two
Green Belt purposes. In this case alsa there |s no additional presumption against development
as in Green Beits, or level of permanence beyond the plan pernod.

6.7 Slrategic gaps, rural buffers and green wedges are thus more flexible than Green Belis,
being open to possible adjustment at each review of the structure plan. They cumently operate
as a second order restraint, in contrast to Green Belts which are a first arder restraint. In the
context of searching for new land for development. second order restraint areas can be
considered along with other possible lecations (such as urban brownfield land or sites on the
edges of urban areas and willages) In the case of land designated as Green Belt, only in
exceptional circumstances can it be released for development,

The Three Maodels

6.8 Discussion and debate at local authority level conceming restraint policies has almost
exclusively focused on the Green Belt model. Howewver restraint policies can take many forms.
A chear finding of this study is that there are tiree models emerging, each appropriate to
different sets of circumsiances. Their key aftributes are as shown in Tables81. 82 863

6.9 Taking the essential elements from structure plan submissions. EIPs and SoS Decision
letters, the features of strategic gaps appear (¢ be those listed in Iable 6.1 The key atiributes
are that strategic gaps would be strictly limited in scale, being only the minimum size needed
for their separation role, They are useful where the authority wishes to avoid coalescence
petween substantial urban areas, but where a Green Belt cannot be justified. Side such a
pattern would leave some allernatives for development on the peripheries of urban areas
where coalescence is not a problam. Strategic gaps would have the same duration as other
structure plan policies, and would have strict development control policies designed to retain
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the openness of the land. Having a lower level of permanence than Green Balts, this type of
policy could lead to the creation of hope value for landowners and speculative development
pressures. There was litte evidence from the interviews carried out during the study however
that this had occurred within existing strategic gaps

Table 6.1: Strategic Gaps - Essential Features

purposes avoidance of coalescence and protection of the setting of urban areas |

location between substantial urban areas )

size generally up to two miles wide, no more land than is necessary for
protection where there is a resl risk of coalescence

permanence same duration as the structure plan o I

development control strict controls, allowing for area fo be kept predominantly open, simifar
to Grasn Belt

6.10 Rural buffers, as in the model in Table 6.2, would be more extensive than strategic gaps.
They would also help protect the countryside, and restrict coalescence between an urban area
and surrounding villages. They would have potential economic benefits in shaping orderly
development, as long as it could be ensured that sufficient new land would be released at each
structure plan review. The main concern is that once approved the designation would be
regarded by local interests as a Grean Belt proper, with boundaries only being alterable in
excaptional circumstances.

Table 6.2 Rural Buffers - Essential Features

purposes avoidance of coalescence and protection of the countryside

location around rajor town/city with high propensity for growth, between the
townicity and surrounding smaller seftiements, including villages

size up to five miles wide

pemmanence can be revised at reviews of the structure plan

development control| restricts major development, aliows for small-scaie rurai development,
including farm diversification =

other could be abandoned or turned into Green Belt when long-term

_ direction of the growth of the town/city decided

6.11 Green wedges have a mixture of purposes which include both the protection of impartant
open land within the city fabric, and the protection of settlements on the urban periphery from
coalescence. The green wedges found in this study wera up to one mile wide within city areas,
but their definition depended on factors such as topography, existing epen land uses, and
levels of recreational access. The benefits of green wedges as they are evolving in the case
sludy areas are that thay:

= retain good quality environmental assels;

= are [ikely 1o be more readily recognised and understood by the public; and

= allow some choice of peripheral development for local authorities in locations of generally
lesser environmental guality
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The main problem is that, apart from the case of Leicestershire, the green wedge examples in
this study have yet to be fully established and articulated. Alzo, the reasens for changes in the
patterr_'l of green wedges in Leicestershire over the last 15 years require more detailed
investigation at City and District level fo establish if there are significant definitional or other
implementation problems.

Table 6.3: Green \Wedges - Essential Features

pUrposes protect important open land to help shape growth of town/city, prolect
good guality environmental assets, avoid coalescence

location around town and city, penetrating into town/city

size green wedges within urban areas may be up to one mile wide,

peripheral restraint wedges generally up to four miles wide, Bt
depends on pattern of environmental features

pErmanence the duration of the structure plan
development control| Green Bell prescnpbion, or similar
The Way Ahead

6.12 Before coming to a view on the future of strategic gaps and green wedges, it will ba
necessary to assess how far they can deliver desirable planning outcomes. Some of the
potential outcomes discussed in this study include:

« clear cut urban-rural boundaries;

* separate identity of setflements/local distinctiveness;
s g reduction in greenfield land-take;

= the retention and enhancement of biodiversity;

= quality of life improvements, including improvements in access 1o the countryside near
towns: and

» the retention of flexibllity for same selected peripheral development in accord with
sustainable development principles.

However, many of these outcomes are deliverable also by other policies. How far strategic gap
and green wedge policies can make a difference is a matter of judgement. Certainly there was
a feeling locally among the authorities interviewed that strategic gaps and green wedges were
of considerable additional value to normal countryside policies. However they add an element
of complexity to the planning of couniryside areas. The Government, in the Draft of PPG1Z.
states that it is keen to avoid over elaboration in structure plans.

6.13 The main alternatives discussed here are to:

= make it clear that strategic gaps, rural buffers and green wedges are not acceptabls in
structure pians,
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« make such designations into Green Belts proper. or
= promets the best features chosen from among the three restraint models

These possibilities are discussed, in turn, briefly below:

Alternative Scenarios
Removal from Sfruciiure Plans

6.14 This does not appear feasible, given the strength of local support such designations have.
unless stakeholders can be convinced that the benefits {listed in paragraph 6.12 above) can be
delivered by other means. Strategic gap, rural buffer and green wedge policies add coherence
to urban fringe policies generally. They are understood as no go areas by the development
industry. The local authorities interviewed in this study clearly see the need for such localised
restraint policies, due to the nature of development pressures at the edges of urban areas. If
these policies were (o be ruled out in planning guidance in a revised PPG2 or PPGT local
authorities would require greafer assurances of Government (and particulary GO) support for
countryside policies generally at the urban fringe. The status of policies in developmeant pians
supporied by Section 54A of the Act, is not yet regarded by the authorities studied as a
sufficient substitute for local designations.

Green Belf Status

6.15 The implications of giving strategic gaps a status similar to Green Belts are perhaps the
lzast consaquential of the three models. This is because of their refatively imited extent. The
drawbacks are nevertheless significant. They appear to fail into three areas; according
sirategic gaps the status of Green Belis would:

= reduce parpheral development options on the edges of large towns in locations favourable
ta sustainable development, and in relatively buoyant areas outside Green Belts:

= remove the urban growth management roles of strategic gaps, whereby they can be
adjusted in certain circumstances as long as setlement separation is maintained; and

= create a new set of problems over the interpretation of permanence. For example:
¢ would such areas be subject to the same provisions for safeguarded land as outlined In
paragraph 2.12 of PPG27,

o would authorites be able to argue that where strategic gaps are not extensive, then no
safequarded land would be neaded’?

6.16 It is already possible to use Green Belts in a limited way in strategic gap roles The
examples of Green Belt betwesn Burton-on-Trent and Swadlincote, and between settlements
on the Fylde, show that this is the case. It would be a question for local authorities to justify
why they needed Green Belt status for their strategic gap policies under the criteria in para
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214 af PPGE2. The guidance states that the need for a Green Belt could first be demonstrated

at structure pian level, although other evidence in this study has suggested that RPG is also of
key importance hera (see para 3.20-3 23),

6.17 It would be possible to argue that rural buffars are an Interim stage on the way to
designating a Green Belt They allow coalescence of settlements to be avoided and the
protection of the countryside to be secured, while long-term options for the growth of a
particular town are being assessed. If the long-term direction is agreed in policy, then it would
be open for local planning authorities to argue that a Green Belt could be designated, as the
appropriate level of permanence had been achieved. If development pressures eased, then it
wouid be possible to argue, conversely, that the rural buffer should be replaced by stratenic
gaps, green wedges or normal couniryside policies.

6.18 If green wedge policies were to be accorded Green Belt status they would involve one
basic change fo the form of Green Belts. At present Grean Belts are largely restraint policies
which operate around the periphery of urban areas. This change would involve them also
penetrating urban areas to separate neighbourhoods and retain urban open land, two purposes
which have not traditionally been performed by Green Belt. In doing this the new Green Belts
would be firmer shaping devices for urban areas, but there would remain a need o retain pans
of urban peripheries free of the policy, as demonstrated in the Leicester and Norwich
examples. Questions of how far green wedges are strategic in particular instances, what
distance they should penetrate into urban areas, and the extent to which they should be seen
a5 separating urban neighbourhoods, would also be important,

New Local Restraint Policies

6.19 The therd way forward would be to promote the best features of the local restraint policies
discovered in this study. In this scenarno it is suggested that structure plans and UDP Part Is
could designate, in approved creumstances, the following types of local restraint policy:

« rural buffers and sirategic gaps; and
= green wedges

6.20 For rural buflers and sirategic gaps the emphasis would be on avoiding coalescence
between setllements (including villages and larger urban areas) and on retaining the separate
identity of setlements In their most extensive form these policies would comprise rural buffers,
for example in areas with parbculary rapid physical growth, In areas where the problems of
physical growth are more limited, strategic gaps would be defined. In both instances these
policies would have the same duration as other policies in the structure plan or UDP Part |
pian. These designations would help tackle issues of the orderly development of urban areas
and would be fimited (second order) urban growth management tools.

6.21 Green wedges would follow the Leicestershire model, allowing the identification of
structurally important areas of open land which, by their protection, would also help shape the
form and direction of development The principle of identifying areas of land which encompass
nigh quality natural resources (for example landscapes and wildlife areas), and areas suitable
for countryside access, would be established in structure plans and UDP Part | plans. These
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wolld be particularly appropriate to larger cibes where links batween urban areas and the
surrounding countryside may be tenuous. In short they would be seen as designations linking
town and country. with the restraint purposes of the designation being less prominent The idea
would be not to perpetuate static views of the urban fringe, but to help deliver sustainability
gains both in the urban fabric and the urban fringe countryside.

Implications for Grean Belf Pollcy

6.22 One imprassion standing out clearly from this study was how the local planners operating
strategic gap, rural buffer and green wedge policies considerad them an improvement on
Green Belt They were capable of delivering wider chjectives, while glving more flexibility 1o
respond fo newly-emphasised priorities of sustainable development. This brings forward the
questions of how far the existing purposes and long-term rigidities of Green Belt policy are
appropriate in current circumstances. An analysis in particularly county areas could suggest
that the purposes for which Green Belts were originally defined have in some cases
evanesced, and that strategic gap or green wedge policies should be considered as
appropriate in their place.
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which support sustaineble development objectives,
provide a good range of local services, and which
are the most accessible in the area by a range of
transport modes. Yorkshire Forward and che
Counrryside Agency’s marker towns initiative is a
relevant ¢onsideradon.

4.5 Policy P1 describes the strategic pattern of
development that should ke place in the region.
Local planning autherities should seek to identify all
opportunities for development within urban areas,
starting with previously-developed land which &=
suitable for development {ie. does not need to be
protected for reasons such as biodiversiy, amenity,
recreaticmal or landscape/townscape value or o
avold Hocd risk). If sufficient land cannot be
identified within the urban areas, well-planned
extensions ta them should be considered nex.

410 It is only if sustainable forms of development
cannot be found in ehe above manner that the third
opoon need be considered i.e. ar nodes along public
rranspart corridors. Such comidors could vary
considerably according 1o local circumstances, but
the commaon charactenstics would be:-

3 eorrider wauld min from within 2 main urban
rea

® jts spine would be a public rransport roure with
spare capaciy or the potental to develop new
services gl facilities, particularly rail-based,
which study shows will actrace a significant
propornon of the tips generated

*  potential or already allocated sites ar accessible
nodes where development could be
accommadared wichour generaring local maffic
congestion, leading o ribbon development,
sacrificing high qualioy Lnn—ﬂsu:ape ar
urdermining the fundamental objectives of the
Creen Belr

4.11 Such corridor studiss have the pocential foe
reducing che travel demands thar would arise from a
less incegrated approach, and allow more of these
demands o be met by public mansport. They may
well crass boundaries of straregic planning areas,

and where this is the case should be the subject of

Regional Spatial Swacegy

joine studies. Guidance relevant o such stodies can
be found in Chapter 3 section 2 of “Planning for

Sustainable Development: Towards Berzer Pracrice™
{DETR 1398),

412 Policy P1 recognises thar, although mast
development should be focussed on the main urban

areas, there will also e o need for development in

amaller cowns and rural areas. As with the main
urban areas, opportunities should be idenrified in
market and coalfield rowns, bur also in smaller

settlements where appropriate in the context of
Falicy F1.

4.1} The final parr of Policy P1 supplements the
general approach to defining scravegic patterns of
development in urban and rural areas by identifying
three regionally significant locations: Dearne Valley
Development £one; Humber Trade Zone; and West
Yorkshive/Bamsley area. Details of the implications
for these locations are included in the sub-regional
seceions at the end of this chaprer

GREEMN BELTS

4.14 The general excent of the Green Belts in the
region is shown on the Key Diagram. |n general the
Green Beles in the region have helped to achieve
the aims set out in paragraph 15 of PPGE, although
in themselves they have not been fully able 1
pravent the dispersion of development and activiry
describad in Chapter 1.

Poliey P2
Green Belts

a) The Green Belts in North, Seuth and West
Yorishire have o valuable vole in supporting
titban rengizzance and concentration, as
well as conserving conmtryside, and their
general extent should not be changed.

bl More localised review of Green Belt
bowundaries may be necessary in some plaoces
through development plan reviews, but only
| if justified by exceptional local

11
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chreumstances. Any such review should
clearly demonstrate, having regord to the
regiomal spatial strotegy and other velevant
RPG palicies that velease of land:-

i) is necessary to meet the wider principles of
sustainable development in comparison with
other availeble options;

e} is justified by reference to the capacity of the
existing wrban area, and the need to enable
development to proceed to achieve economic
regeneration or to maintain a buovant
economy or to meet houstng regurirements;

i1} does not materially harm the fundomental
aim of national Green Belt policy in the

area concernad,

c) Localised reviews should also consider
whether exceptional cirewmstances exist to
include additional land as Green Belt,

4.15 The implementation of the regional sparial
strategy should not require any charge o the
general extent of Green Belt for the foreseeable
future. However there may be o more specific and
localised need to reconsider the extent of Green
Belt ro meer idennfiable development needs for
which urthan locations are not avatlable and for
which alternative sites would be sienificancly less
sustainable. In accordance with Folicy P1, any such
chanpes ought to be considered first on the edoe of
the urban areas and should only be proposed in
development plan reviews following the completion
of urban capacity studies and consideration of
strategic options, where appropriare in consulration
with adjoining local planning auchorites: Any
propasal m alter an esrablished Green Bels
boundary should be related to 2 longer-rem dme-
scale than adher aspects of the developren: plan
Therefore, if land is to be taken gur of the Green
Belt to meet identifiable development neads,
considerarion should also be given to designating
safeguarded land related eo it in accordance with
the advice in Annex B of PPGL. Other than in
such circumstances, it will not be appropriace o

Regional Spadal Srrarags

change escablished Green Belr boundaries in order
to provide safeguarded land - 1o do =0 would
undermine the long term stratepy for urban
reniissance and would not comply wizh che criteria
ser out in Policy P2, Existing safesuarded land
shonld be reviewsd in the context of Policy P3
below. Further commentan: on Green Bele s
conrained in the sub-tegional sections at the end of
this chapter

REVIEW OF EXISTING COMMITMENTS

4.16 A significant issue in the region = the large
stack of existing permissions and allocations,
particularly for housing and economic development.
If this is not addressed, the ability w plan, monlor
atud manage and achieve the regional sparial
srravegy will he undermined. Policy P3 is cherefore
of smategic importance.

417  In the cose of employment land. reviews
should be informed by the regional emplovment
land survey (see Chaprer 3). Development plan
policies relatng to all land chart is retained for
emplovment use following such a review should
make it clear that retail and leisure uses are not

ApPpIOpPriate.

4,16 In the case of housing land it is vital o che
atcainment of the speoal soatery that sires outside
urban areas are reviewed as a matter of urgency and
that in the meantime planning applications are
determined in the context of the advice in PPG3
paragraph 38 and Policies HI and H3.

4.19  Esisdng road schemes in development plans,
many of which heve a long hisoory, should be
reviewed o ensure char they are consistent wich the
spacial scravegy which is based on minimising the
need o travel and maximising the use of alernacive
mades to the car. Schemas which are not consisent

should be excluded from development plans.
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where there are significant implications for sparial
change at the regional or sub-regional level,

North Yorkshire Sub-

region

STRATEGIC PATTERNS OF DEVELOPMENT

4.21 The main urban areas of Hamromate,
Scarbarough and York should, in accordance wich
Policies P1, E4 and HI, be the focus for economic
and housing development in the sub-region. York is
af regional significance and development should be
accommadared ta build on the success of its
econamy in a sustainable way which respects its
historic characrer. Application of the sequential
approach should mean that there will be no need
for authorities in the sub-tegion to undertake
corrdor studies.

4.21 There are several marker towns in the sube
repion including Malton, Narthallerron, Richmond,
Ripon, Selby, Settle, Skipron and Whithy which,
along with other towns identified through the
development plan process as described in paragraph
4.8, should be the focus for economic and housing
development of & scale and type appropriate to Tural
areas in accordance with Policies P1, EZ2 and H2 to
enthance their role as service/employment centres.
The potential for mixed use conversions of existing
buildiings in these sattlements should be exploited.

4.23 Canerick Garrison in Richmondshire is the
largest parrison town in the north of the counem:
Whether it should be included in the macketr wown
category, and its potential for growth, are martérs 1o
be determined through the structure and local plan
proceds in accordance wirh relevane policies in KPG

and the overall spatial straregy.
REGENERATION PRIORITY AREAS
424 Part of Selby Districe falls within the coalfield

area which is first pricTicy for regeneration in the
regrion {Pelicy 52} although it is not eligible for

Rogioma] Spatial Strategy

Ohbjective 1 funding The Selby coalfield may close
down during the RPG period, in which case tha
furure use of the surface sites. which are in rural
locattons, would need o be carefully considered in
accordance with sustainable development principles,
including the locarional criteda in Polige P1-and E4,

£.25  The sub-region contains fairly extensive
remote rural and coaseal areas which £ inro the
second priority for regeneration (S2), Those
currently eligible for Objective 2 funding are shown
on the Kev Diagram. Development plans for these,
and other rural parts of the sub-region. will need in
particular to promeote regeneration.

RURAL AND COASTAL ISSUES

4.26 Narth Yorkshire is the mase rucal part of the
Tegion and contains extensive areas of high guality
landscape, incleding the Yorkshire Dales and Morth
York Moors Nanonal Parks and Midderdale and
Howardian Hills ACNBs, pares of che Forest of
Bowland ACNB. and coastline. The imporeant
intecrelationships between soricultuce, estate
management, wilditfe, tourem and recrearion need
to ke addressed m development plans in the sub-
region. Policies on rural emplovment (E2), rounsm
(ES), amculture (M3}, and the coast (R1) will be of
particular siznificance.

4.27 The need to continue the restructuring of
the coastal economy s essential, in particular o
address acuee sacial and econcmic problams within
the resort towris such as Filey, Scarborowgh and
Whithy, Aside from accommeodating tou st
pressure in a diverse and sensicive environment,
there is a need for new employment development.

GREEN BELT

4.28 There are twio Green Belos in the sub-pegion:
that around York, and thart to the east and south of
Harrozate and along the western side of Selby
district which form an integral part of the Green
Belt arcund the West Yorkshire conurbartion.
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4.19 The general extent of the York Green Belt
was approved in [980 and the derailed boundaries
are yet to be fnalised: In so doing account should
be raken of Policy P2 and of the need 1o ensure that
it will no: need w be amendied again ar the end of
the plan perind.

430 [ris uniikely that there will be any need o
alter the Green Belr in Harrogare or in Selby (once
it is established m the districr-wide local plan) in
order 1o implement the regional spatial scraregy.

EMPLOYMENT LAND

431 In 1999 there was around 30 vears supply of
undeveloped employment lend in the North
Yorkshire sub-region based on pest rates of
development, 50% of which was greenfield. Iris
tmportant cherefore thar all existing allocations are
reviewed in accordance wich Policy P2,

#31 The majority of emplovment land in the
region should be o meer sub-reglonal and local
development needs (E3d). This chould be focussed
on the main urban areas and market end coastal
towns in sccordance wich Policies P1 and E4, with
particular emphasis on unlocking the potental of
appropriate sites within the regeneration prioricy
ATCHRS.

+33  The disrribution of the regionally significant
employment sives in the region will nat be finalised
until after the complatiom of the regional
employment land survey, but it s likelv thar one
premium site will be required in the sub-region.
This should be well located in relation 1o the City of
York in accordance with the criceria set our in Poliey
E4. Such a site could be suirable for a science and
technology park (Policy E4b) (i), capiralising an

- relations with York University and in accordance
with the “centres of exeellence” concepr. In
bringing this propesal forward full consideration
should be given to complementary measures 1o
ensure that emplovmént opportunities and the
economic benefits will be accessible o areds in need

- of repeneration.

Regionnl Spacial Serarepy

HOUSING

4.3%  The annual rate of housing provision in the
Narth Yorkshire sub-region should be araund 2,500
m accordance with Palicy H1. This represents a
teduction compared o the past. However, initial
estimares of uthan potentizl done ar a regional level
suggest thar there may not be sufficient capacity
within existing sertlements to accommodate this
level of howsing in the longer term. Local urban
capacity studies should examine this further and it i
particularly importane thar local planning
auchorities apply Policies H2 and H3 o ensure thar
greenfield sites are nor released unnecessarily and
that additional provision is focussed on the urban

darcas.

4.35  The provisional targer for the provision of
dwellings on previously-developed land and through
conversions in the MNoreh Yorkshire sub-region is
33% [see Table HI in Chaprer &). This is below the
regional average due o che limited availability of
suitably located previously-developed sites. [t will
need te be reviewed in the context of local urban
capacity studies,

4.36 The sub-region conraing a number of high
demand areas, including Harrogate and York and
the more accessible pares of Selby, Ryedale and the
Marional Parks (where the dermand for second
biomes is a parricular issue). In these areas localized
shortages of affordable housing is 2 particuludy
significant 1ssue and local authorites should
cunsider whether affordable homes should be soughe
o sites down 0 15 dwellingsD.5 ha in accardance
with Policy H4. [n settlemenes of 3000 or less no
thresholds apply and local authorities can seek a
proportion of affordable housing even on the
smallesr sites,

TRANSPORT

437  The focus of development in the three main
urban areas of Harrogate, York and Scarborough
needs o be matched by appropriate mranspoet
seraregies in development plans and local ransport
plans for these areas. Existing local wanspore plans
for all three areas have recognised the mporeance
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ANNEXE I ix

EXTRACTS PPG2
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mineral working sites within Green Belts achieve suitable environmental standards and restaration.
Relevant advice is in MPG2 and MPGT. Paragraph 3,13 below is also relevant 1o mineral
extraction.

3.12 The statutory definition of development includes engineering and other operations, and the
making of any material change in the use of land. The carrying out of such operations and the
making of material changes in the use of land are inappropriate development unless they maintain
openness and do not conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. (Advice on
material changes in the use of buildings is given in paragraph 3 8 above).

Land use obfectives

3.13 When any large-scale development or redevelopment of land occurs in the Green Belt
(including mineral extraction, the tipping of waste, and road and other infrastructure developments
or improvements), it should, so far as possible contribute to the achievement of the objectives for
the uge of land in Green Belts (see paragraph 1.6}, This approach applies to large-scale
developments irrespective of whether they are appropriate development®, or inappropriate
development which is justified by very special circumstances, Development plans should make
clear the local planning authority's intended approach.

3.14 Plenning cbligations may be used to offset the loss of or impact on ény amenity present on a
site prior to development (see Dok Circular 16/91), In the case where amenity on a site adjacent to
the Green Belt is lost as a result of development on that site, it may be ressonable for obligations to
provide for offsetting benefits on land in the Green Belt, as long as there is a direct relationship
between the two sites.

Visual amenity

3,15 The visual amenities of the Green Belt should not be injured by proposals for development

within or conspicuous from the Green Belt which, although they would not prejudice the purposes
of including land in Green Belts, might be visually detrimental by reason of their siting, materials

or design.
Community Forests

3.16 Community Forests offer valuable opportunities for improving the environment around towns,
by upgrading the landscape and providing for recreation and wildlife. An approved Community
Forest plan may be a material consideration in preparing development plans and in deciding
plarming applications. Any development proposals within Community Forests in the Green Belt
should be subject to the normal policies controlling development in Green Belts, and should respect

the woodland setting.

This PPG was amended with effect from 27 March 2001 by Annex E of PPG13(Transport)which
inserted new paragraphs 3.0 7-3.20 as below:

Park and ride

3.17 The countryside immediately around urban areas will often be the preferred location for park
and ride schemes. In many instances, such land may be designated as Green Belt. The Governments
commitment to maintaining the openness of the Green Belt means thiat when seeking 10 locate park

* But see paragraph C4 of Annex C regarding the redevelopment of major developed sites.
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78.

79,

80,

#21.

B2.

83.

Achigving sustrinable dewiopment | 18

Local policy for managing development within a Local Gresn Space should be
consistent with policy for Green Behis,

Protecting Green Belt land

The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts, The fun damental
aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent yrban sprawl by keeping land
permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their
openness and their permanence.

Green Belt serves five purposes:

e 1o check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas:

= 10 prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another:

e 10 assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

e [0 preserve the setting and special character of historic towns: and

* 10 assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of deralict
and other urban land,

Cnce Green Beits have been defined, local planning authorities should plan
positively o enhance the beneficial use of the Green Belt, such as looking for
opportunities to provide access; to provide opportunities for autdoor sport
and recreation; to retain and enhance landscapes, visual amenity and
biodiversity; or to improve damaged and derelict land.

The general extent of Green Belts across the country is already established,
MNew Green Belts should enly be established in exceptional circumstances, for
example when planning for larger scale development such as new
settlements or major urban extensions. IF proposing a new Greern) Belt, local
planning authorities should:

e demonstrate why normal planning and development management policies
would not be adequate;

» setout whether any majer changes in circumstances have made the
adoption of this exceptional measure necessary;

e show what the consequences of the proposal would be for sustainable
development;

e gdemonstrate the necessity for the Green Belt and its consistency with Local
Plans for adjoining areas; and

e show how the Green Belt would meet the other objectives of the
Framework.

Local planning authorities with Green Belts in their area should establish
Green Belt boundaries in their Local Flans which set the framawork for Green
Belt and settlement policy. Once established, Green Belt boundaries sheuid
only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation ar
review of the Local Plan. At that time, authorities should consider the Green
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a4.

85.

86,

a7

28,

a3

Belt boundaries having regard to their intended permanence in the long
term, 5o that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan period.

When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning
authorities should take account af the need to promote sustainable patterns
of developrment. They should consider the consequences for sustainable
development of channelling developrent towards urban areas mside the
Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Graen Belt
or towards |ocations beyond the outer Green Balt boundary.

When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should:

® Eensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified
requirements for sustainable development;

o not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open;

s where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’
between the urban ares and the Green Belt, in order to meet longerterm
development needs stretching well beyond the plan periad;

e make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at
the present time. Planning permission for the permanent development of
safeguarded land should only be granted following a Lacal Plan review
which proposes the development:

e satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered
at the end of the development plan period; and

e define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily
recognisable and likely to be permanant,

If it is necessary to prevent development in a willage primarily because of the
Important contribution which the open character of the village makes to the
openness of the Green Belt, the village should be included in the Green Belt,
if, however, the character of the village needs to be protected for other
reasons, other means should be used, such a5 conservation area or normal
development management palicies, and the village should be excluded from
the Green Beft,

As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development s, by
definition, harmiul o the Green Belt and should not be approved except in
very special circumstances.

When considering any planning application, local pla nning authorities should
ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt “Wery
special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm 1o the Gresn
Beilt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly
outweighed by other considerations.

A local planning authority should regard the construction of new buildings as
mappropnate in Green Belt. Exceptions 1o this are:

» buildings for agriculture and forestry;
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90.

21,

92,

10.

=8

AChievng suElalradde Sovelopirent | 21

® provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor 5port, outdoor recreation
ana for cemeteries, as long as it preserves the openness of the Green Bait
and does not conflict with the purpeses of including land within it

= the extension or alteration of 3 Guilding provided that it does not result in
diproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building;

» the reglacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same
use and not materially larger than the ana it replaces:

® limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local
community needs under palicies set out in the Local Plan; or

= limted infilling or the partial ar complete redeveloprment of previously
developed sites (brownfiald land), whether redundant or in continuing use
lexcluding temporary Buildings), which would not have 3 Qreater impact
on the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including land
within it than the existing development,

Certain ather forms of development are also not ina PRropriate in Green Belt
provided thay preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do nat conflict
with the purposes of including land in Green Belt. These are:

® rmineral extraction;
® engineering operations:

e local transport infrastructure which can dernonstrate a requirement for a
Green Belt location:

e the re-use of buildings previded that the buildings are of permanent and
substantial construction; and

o development brought forward under a Community Right to Build Order.

When located in the Green Belt, elements of many renewable energy projects
will comprise inappropriate development, In such cases cevelopers will need
o demonstrate very special creumstances if projects are to proceed. Such
VEry special circummstances may include the wider environmental benefits
associated with increased production of energy from renewable sourcas.

Cammunity Forests offer valuabile opportunities for improving the
enviranment around towns, by upgrading the landscape and providing for
recreation and wildlife, An approved Commu nity Forest plan may be a
material consideration in prepanng development plans and in deciding
planning applications. Any development propasals within Community Farests
in the Green Belt should be subject to the normal policies controliing
development in Green Belts,

Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and
coastal change

Flanning plays a key role in helping shape places to secure radical reductions
in greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vulnerability and providing resilience
1o the impacts of climate change, and supporting the delivery of renewable
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2.38

1%.40

The Greon Dale

Followming MoHLE Clrcular §2/55 Local Planning fAuthoritics wore
requasted to consider tha applicabilley of green. belts 1o thair
aren. The omphanis was placed, nok pn defining pesitive uses
within a green Lelt ‘we on the need Lo restrict urban sprasil and
o safaguand the countryside around tewny,

Land Is currently dosignates and protected as freen Belt In the
southarn part of Harrooste District, in the westarn part of Selby
District. Tha ares around York enjoys “skeleh plan' status.

The application of Gresn falt, and Indeed arher Fegative pelicies,
does not leawve the landscapo unchanged since the requl remenes of
legitimate rural uses lesd o mdifications In the |andscape.
Moreovar tho logic of a restricelve Green Dele policy implies thae
preasure will be diverted to land beyond the cutermost line of
the Groen Delt wihich sight bo of higher landscape quatity, &
Green Delt Is a protectad ring arcund sn urban ares and Just ke
# town contalne grest variations of land wee and landsc
character. Such wvarlaticns arz nat recognised in the Blamket
Green Telt pollicles and have not markedly axsisted In land
managemant problems on the urban fringe.

(&) Positive Works hy Local Muthoarleles

In Warth Yorkshire efforts directod at landszape enhancement hawg
hoen site speelfle and nat mecussarily related to an overnl) Eon-
copt. For instance local parks and country parks are mnaged by

the local muthorition and the lendscame within thes iy i e s g

to 8 high standard. Outside these specific arcas the County

Councll has operatod In the Fol lowing ways:

(i) Treo Planting: Lisited schemos of troe planting with a
eurroent Ludgat of £3,000 on land outside the Natloan) Park.
Sltes have boen selicted on tholr morics and area policios
have mot so far boon dgvaloped,

(17) Management Agreesenty: Tha Naticnal Park Commitroes have
enterse inte formal and informal FANAGONENT Bgrecments with
private landowndrs In order o secure Hational Park
cijoctives.

(111} upland Hansgement Projects: Within hath Mationa) Parks,
scheows are belne developed o help farmers 1o make good the
damage resulting from visitae pressure.  Financial
asalatance Is given In order that the work carried cut Is
completed in such a way that the landscape will not te
impatrod.

[iv) Land Acquisition: A an altarnative to land manancmcnt
agrecments it Is possibile for a Incal authority to acquire
lamd in order to furthar o landscope objective. This PO
has Beon usod sparingly and has beon confined ta particularly
sansitive aroas within the Hatlonal fark-o.g. Lovisham Moor,

(v] Rondsides: 1t has Soen recognised that cortain roadside

varges are of ocological interest and thase arg m hy
the County Aurveyor In such a way that the Interest i3
m i A ta Emad
(vi) Urban Comservation: It Is recognised that many of the small |

Cowrrs and willages add Tnterist to the landscape ond local
authorities spending has been concantrated in tuch historic
setticments.

"
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12.41

12.K2

12.43

12.44

12.45

12,46

(vl 1} Hanaging Seallholdings: Tha Aaricuttural Committes owng @ numier
af :mlfhnldlngl seattered throughout the County which are leased
to tenant Farmirs, These are oparated on an informal commercial
basis and ne spacia) regard |s pald to landscope Interests over
and above that adopted by a private landowner,

(uli1) Derellct Land Clearnnce: Cantral fovermment now mikos available
f00t grants for deraller Innd claarance within Fesliated lreas.

Contrel

Host proposals Fer now developsent or mejor chenges in the uie of land
sra referred to the locel muthorities for planning permission whe can
hence contral the éxtangion af urban features into the ccuntryaide, For
instance a Local Planning futhor ity can contrel the erection of fam
bulldings over a certaln size, Hosower, the aility to contral si<h
davolopments 18 Iimited to bulidings greater than K55 wq. matres In arcs
(provided curtaln conditiens are fulfilled). Those smaller Bulldings can
nevartheless, hove 2 significant impact on the landscape.

Persuasion

The persussive role of local suthoritias in conservation falls into o
separate arcas = formal and informal. In the formal sphere many teachers
hava an Intorest In rural affairs and the introduction of envirosmantal
oducation into the corriculum is encouraging. Moroover the Educzcion
Commi ttea through its cutdoor training centres gives certain pupils an
awaroness of the difficulties and problems operating in the malntenance
of the countryside.

ot an informa) level the local authorlty often acts as an arbitrater
betwoen the ‘conservationists!" and & duveloper. In such situations the
local sutharity finds itself doing a double persuasive act, attempting
o bring the operators palicics and public opinion towerds sach cther
fn an cnvironmenta! compromiso.

The Frivate Scctor

During the past forty or o years non-agricultural users of tha countryside
have assorted with incroasing vigour thuir own wiews as 1o how Tt should be
managed, Hoamwhlle local authorities have limited powers of control and
have concentrated efforts in seeking onvironmental compromises in those most
visually attracelve areas.

The Agricultural Interast

The egricultursl Interest wishés ta ensure thit Uritain bocoses more

sl f sufficlent in food. Agricultural land should therefore be preserved
from loss to othir uses and the agricultural Industry encoursged to becoes
more intonsive.

In the context of upland arcas, the claims of farmers to the exclusive use
of land hove been chellenged and the principle of multiple use has begun
to be accepted, In the future atténtion fa also likoly to focus on the
lewlnnds reflocting the dusire to provide more Informal recreational
facillties close to towns whers the agricultural Industry’s sbitiey to
have full regard for landscape conscrvation is restricted by the high v
level of caplial Imput and the need to maka the most effective use of
invedtmant., Tha views af the agriculpural interests are mainly voiced
through the Country Landowners Assoclation and the lztional Fermers Union.
fn the athor hand & variaty of smenity and récraation groups from the
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focal to the national leve)s af ten seek stricter centrols over the

_ operations of farmers and greater access to the countryside.
' 12.4T7 Morth Yorkshire ie fortunate, however, In
have an Interest In the landucape and this s iignificant since It is

the decinlon of Individual landownars which have such an Impact on the
scone, Hewever although Farmers might be Interested in landscape

ma Intenance and aware of the ocological dangers of vome farm practices,
Individual ly they may feel unable to reverse curront farming trends
without satisfactory financial rocompanse from govermaent sources,

that the farming communities

Tha Private Voodland Ownor

12,48 The private woodlisnds are s valuable landscape foature for, unl ke much
of the Forestry Comission's plantations, they comprise a significant
proportion of broad leaved troes, Faresery Is a fong term i tmant
with the greater part of the capital commitment accuring In the First
five yoars and rocouped only after maybe clghty years. Consaguently,
although private forestry s assisted by public Funds threugh the
Gedicated Woodlands Schomo, It must also be backed by another anterprise
t0 mect the long term Imvestment. For this reason forestry hag beon
assoclated with the Iarge estates whase sconomics can be marked|y
affocted by changes In Fiscal pelicy. In this context the Capltal
Transfer Tax (CTT) has proved of grave concern and ls operating as a
disincentive to now afforestation although some rellaf ig avallable
under Schodule 2 of the Financa Act, 1975. As a consequence of this
d|scouragemant forestry will be forced to practice In & manner which
Is expedient in the short term and sparing In menagoment costs

i resulting In unattractive woodland, For cxample CTT will ENTour ooe

| the harvesting of trée crops within the span of one lifetime through

such practices a8 promaturg felling and short rotations of sof twonds

which will not concribute o iandscopa enhancoment .,

Private Developers

12.49 A great range of operations havi & marked impact on the landscape and
oyesores, dercliction and pollution oceur to varying degress throughout
the county. Tha activity which causes tha mOst severe Ispact In the
landscope is minoral extraction and this oocurs both within and outside
the Matlonal Parks. Dereliction of land and bul ldings also occurs in
the londscape in sections of the County. Each wisual intrusion requires
a different treatment and action Is reguired by the landowners gs
secure improvemonts.,

The Genoral Public

12.50 Somoeimas public opinion Is expresscd thouwnh pressure groups and In the rec-
reational contoxt tho rela of the Ramblers Association, the Caravan and
Camping Clubs and the Angling Clubs have boon particularly notewarthy.
Hot all forms of rocreation Facllitles have landscape consequances but
many outdoor pursults are more cnjoyable in attractive countryside.
Howaver, caravan and chalet sites have bean deviloped, particularly on
the coast, which have had & marked impact on the Tendscape.
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By contrast, the area of rough pasture And grassmoor has increasod In
mEny arens such as Nidderdale and the fringes of the moors. Quite
extensive arces, often lylng at over §00', which ware proviously
improved and enclosed. heve reverted to reugh pasture snd grassmecr.
Often Farm bulldings in these marpingl arcess new Tie derelice.

. GREEM BELTS
THE GREEM BELT COMCEPT

The green belt is an amelpam of twe deas:-
(1) Contalnment of urban growth
(i1) Protection of cpen countryside and provision of
lelsure facilicies in the vicinity of towns.

Prior to 1965 spolication of groen belt policy cutside the Greater
London area was minlmal. In that year planning suthorities were advises
to ruconsider thelr policies and to meke proposals for more elearly
dofinod green belte. Circular L2/55 drow attention to the need for
grean belts In order:-

(i} to chock the furthiar gresth of a large bullt-up area-

(i) to prevent nelghbouring towms from merging: or
{11} to preserve tha special character of o Lo,

It thus concantratod almost exclusivoly en the contalnment of urban
growth rather than upon countryside factors. Sinco thon the
statutory expression of green bolt policy has beon seen 5 & long
turm, even permanent, mechanism for requlating urban grosith, To
achieve this thora is an iepllcTt sassumntion that the means Invelve
rligorous protection of the countryside, limitations on non-nssential
vsot of tand and svaldanco of the creation of wrplus development
potentlial.

The demands of an Incressingly mobile and osplrant socioty caso doubt
upen the continued succets of this '‘nogative’ approach, Circular
42/55 did nor mention the pesitive opportunition refating to access
and outdoor recroation. In practice these have emerged since 1955
o8 incraasingly significent factors and have boon instrumental in
focussing attontion on urbén marging as o 2one of land use conflice.,
The problems of farming in the urban fringe are a symptom of the
:m:rmﬂm difficulty of surrounding growing towns with undisturbed
arsland.

The green bult as a eoneépt has stood the test of time rosariably woll
and has gained n wide moasurc of public support and understanding.
Mowever, 1t would be surprising if chances within sociaty wore not
rafiected In ateitudes roords Implementation of green belt policy.
At a time when urben expsnsion s beglnning to become loss demanding
than in the perjod of ropld orowth and redevilopsent in the 1950°s
and 1560's Incroasing attontion s being peld to the positive aspocts
of greun belts,

During the 1560's central government began to ralate the rele af Areen
belts more closely to the wider conglderatinng of regional planning,
particularly in making comprahensive provision for Futurg population
and employment growth. While this did not necessl tats rolaxation of
control It widened the scope of green bult definition. Some arcss of
owergenarous dosignation were scen as 'soft’ srcas suitable for
building development while the remsining or cvan cxtended "hard'

areas were to roceive continued protection for the long term future.
This approsch wes later explored In the Yorkshire and Hamberside reqglon
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whare & study of green belts was undertaken in tha parly 1370's. Rather
than rigldly presarving the exlsting sattieoment pAattern through negative
eentrels; groan belts thus bocame seen as green backeloths to wrban sub-
reglons, being used to Inplement rogional pollcy by channelling growth
In splected directions. It can be concluded that the precise Form of
any grean belt should bo related to the genaral form and long term devel-

opment of urban regions.
GREEN BELTS IN MORTII YORKSHIRE

The County contains the whale and part bf two groan belts related to tha
West Yorkshire conurbation and tha Cluy of York respectively. Greon belts
heve never been deslgneted or proposed elsowhera in the County.

in the north the Morth Yark Mogrs Matlonal Park continugs Into €loveland
County, having a boundary in close proximity to the built-up ares,

Within Cleveland ‘s number of small 'groon wedges' are malntalned which are
dutigned to sct as @ buffer zone and prowlde for certain types of
recruation.

Mest REding Green Delt

About BOO square miles have toen defined within the South Yorkshire and
West Yorkshlre Metropollten counties ond within the Craven, Harrogate an
Solby Districts of Horth Yorkshire (Fig, 12.8). The purpasus have been
tige prevent the various cltlos and towns from conlesclng, and gocondly

1o girdle the conurbation as a whola'. (1) Submissicns were made ot
differant times by different suthorities as & pare of the development
plan process. Approvel has simllarly been plecemeal so that tho status
cf different parts of thu groen belt varles, even though planning authori=-
tics have been autharised to apply sultahly reatriecrive pollcies in all
parts pendling forimal approval.

The two maln paripheral parts af tha ‘girdle’ lying within Horth Yorks-
hire consist almest entirely of approved green belr bue display mar kodly
difforont charscteristics.

Alut 30 square =iles In tho sestorn part of Selly District (Flg. 12.7)
Is progeminantly an aren of high grode agricultural fand utiiised mainly
for arahle farming. The landscape In fiat or gently undulating. Apart
from tho presence of a mumber of sreas of woodland and parkland much of
It lacks matural features although the Tmpact of industrial and other
land uses §s most marked.

The southern part of Harrogate Oistriet (Flp. 12.0) also contains about
50 square miles of green belt, Including two smail arses within the
boundaries of the 11kley Town Mop and the Otley Town Map which are of
interim status pending confirmation er variation through tha structure
plans In the roglon. The ares consists of predeminantly Grade 3 agri-
cultural Tand utilised for a mixture of la and pasteral farming.

1t 1les to the north of the River Wharfa and skirts the scuthern and
castarn sides of Harrooste to form a wedgo between the bullt up areo and
nearby Enaresborsuch. The purpose of this wedge is principally to
prevent coalescenco of the two scttlements ahd the to praserve thelr
spacinl characters, It contains soveral tracts of very attractive lands-
up-: which, at Its western extremity, abuts the Yorkshire Dales Mational
Park. .

(1) The Green Balts. Ministry of Housing and Local Govermment.
HMSO. 1362
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A small ares of approved green belt Is also located In the south of
Craven District in Qlusburn and Sutton parlshes, Thiy consises mainly
of low grade .Trh:ulmrll land on the Pennine moors rising to & helght

of abost 350m (1,000 fr.).

Tha Tork Area

Plans prepared by the former planning authorizies for a green belt
encircling York have never been approved. Froposals by the Morch and
West Riding County Counclile were shelved untll a comprehensive study
of urban land needs in the Greater York ares had been undertaken.
Proposals drawn up by the East Riding County Councl | which becane
dependent upon Development Plan amendmenty relsting to the ares of
York University were nover formally subsitted. Howsver, general plan-
ning policies which implesent the concept have been applied for a
nusher of years over an ares extending from Strensall In the ROFth
to Acaster Malble ia the south and from Askham Eryan in the west to
Bumnington in the east (Fig. 12.9). The area includes part of Harro-
gate, Ryedale and Selby Districts and ls contiguous to fingers of
stray land(1) within the City of York, The Inner edpe of the sketch
green belt was defined o esclude certain aress of “white land' on
the iemediate fringe of the City, which represented possible devel-
opment areas at soom future date. In addition the proposed growth
villages of Bishopthorpe, Dunnington, Haxby and Wigginton and thair
environs were excluded, Revised green belt proposals by the Morth
Riding County Council in 1973, in connection with the proposed re-
submission of the Flaston Town Map also excluded the settlements of
Stronsall and Skelton from the green balt. These rovlsed propasals
wore subsequently adopted by the North Yorkshire County Councll as
an interim planning policy pending thalr rg-appralsal ss part of the
Striocture Plan,

The concapt of a green balt around York has, in the past, besn re-
gardod as & clear cut case of the application of the stated green
bolt objectives to contaln urban growth and to protect the special
charactar of & vown. Planning edministration prior to 1978 was,
however, diverse and nct conducive to trostment of the Greater York
area as a whole. Not only ware four separate planning authorities
involved but twe separate regions of central government adsinlstra-
tion also had an intarsst, This situation wes undoubtedly a contri-
butory factor in the decision not to formally approwe the green belt
prior ta local government reorganisation.

In proctice It appears that the probless of greem belt policy around
Tnft have boen craated largely by the fact that |t has boen dos ignod
23 & restrictive collar, to restrict developsent rather than to regu-
late It and direct it may from arcas which, for '@ wariaty of rcasons,
shoyld be maintained a3 open tpace. Thin has tended to produce an
oppressive environment, to reduce the capability of providing suffi-
cient open space within the urban arca and to engender |11-faeling
towards the rural community.

(1) Tha strays around York comprise J20 hectares (300 acres) of open
land which is mainly undor grass, Tho strays are the residue of
mofe extensive areas of common land over which the Freeman of York
held long established graring rights. Since 1957 the local
aythority has taken over the control and menagesent of the strays
for the benefit of the local community.
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12.85 In Harrogate this situaticn has not ariscn $o the seme extent. The
extensive open spoces within the town provide considerable gpportunity for
4 widg varlety of recraation ape tho central ares has considarablo capacity
for growth and renewal, In addition nelther Marrooate nar Knareshorough
aro restricted by the application of a total groen belt eslinr and there-

for hava room to oxpand.
LAND. USE 1M GRZEW ECLTS

12.86 The object of Inctuding lend In a Graen Belt iz to ratsin lts cpen
eppearance.  Buwerastot asvicm thus siresses that zsproval phenld not
generally be given to devalopment fnvolving new bullding or edianas of use
which would Infringe this. Ripronriste vees Bove boen taken to inclide
agricultore, sport pnd racreation, Insticutions steniing In e=tensive
grouncs of othar saoclal casas. Excont for theie tyses of develugecat
timre fos boen o clear gremycption againat wew bullding sod (ntensifi=
cition of existing wies, althcugh avery cme I3 of cowese trected on It
marits and the apesals procedure hos produced o nusbor of cascs whore
the Sonrakary of §iate has ollowed devalopssnt 1o teke place in groen

: Belts in warlows parts of the country.

12.57 th practice other types of urban rolated developeont have dlso had to
ba' scecotid Tnl vrcen DoTes,  Inbvieably on the Tringes of thwes
crxmohication corrigare and public Weilities tond to b moro chncentratod.
Maturs) rescurse based oF mox loo¥ dves 27e0 tvnd o yesk sltes bn suach
locatians, although some of thise niad not afTege the npen charscrer of
thie counteyside In vizonl torie.  The Following sections exanive the
more sigHiFleant land uses.

Groen Delt Pollcy and Ahriculture

12,80 fgriculturs |s the deminant land user In gresn belts,  In the York qreen
bwlt 473 of the arce Is duvated to fersing, about threw quarters of it
arablo. The fiorth Yorkshire sectoirs of the Wist Riding Groen Belt aro
also dominated Yy agriculture although the arable preportion ls twica as
high in tha Selhy District sector as In the Harrogate Dlstrict Sector.

Tt Ia cormonly assumed thet the protective mature of green bolt policy is
| in the best Interests of agriculture.  No dollbit within deslgnated areas

) this IT often so, LUt In & wider senso the sstumition Iy Opon to guestion.
_ Gafinfticn of green belt areas I currently relatod to urban and Fands-

| cape characteristics rathér than to the neuds of agriculevre.

12.50 Howewvor, farming in urban fringe argas is oftan subject wo disturbance
. which imooseg constraints upen manegesent firsctice and in this respoct
] Ahwe dofinleion of the inner boumdaries of groon “elts my L@ en
lrportant feoctor, Gentral cxemination of 'white cuthlon' sreas to
provide capiclity for urbon gxzanalon [s of Tess intérest o agriculture
than the precise definltion of boandaries. IF these follow physical
1 divides (o.g. rivers, maln ‘rosds, rallwys) the risk of disturbanee can
| be midinlskd. Waecver, 1t mest be schnowiodged that the Trpact af
urbanisation upon farming Is often at Its wicst In aresn belits, result-
ing In trespass, domape to fences, gates, crops and michinary, dusping
of rutbish, worrying of | ivesteck, poaching, arsan and land scquisiticn
for urtan-ralated devalopment. As a result farmers mey chocse to alter
thelr pattern ef cropplhg or 1Tvestoek grazing.
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District boundaries
County boundary

YORK AREA GREEN
BELT AND STRAYS

Figure 12.9 *

B COOFIN ciMYD s
COUMTy PrammisdG oroCEs
HORT S FOFLRmIEL COUMTT COpNCIL
COUNIY maLi

Ll RN AR T T

313



12.91

12.52

1293

12.94

Green Bplc Policy and Forastry

Foreatry is & minority land use in Morth Yorkshire proon belts. Only
6% of the Harrcgate and 5alby District sectors of the West Riding
Grecn Belt Is devoted to woodland., In the Lelt around York the
figure is only 33. These smell proprotions are determinod by soil
qualivy, topography and tha settlement pattern and raflect both land
walues ond economic potentinl. #s » planmning tonl for protecting,
promoting or genorally influsncing Forcatry the groen belt, therefore,
hag lirtle affoctk.

Groen Belt Policy and Mincrals

Hineral astraction Is an activity which Tnprinciple has begn treated
s Inevitakle in groan balts. The cost of aqorepated to serve urban
markats I3 vary sensltive io tramsport distancd and the aress mesrpst
to townd tend to be the First to be exploited, AYthough the effects
of mimeral workings caa ba deleterious over long poriods of tiee
thore s an Increasing cephasis on rastoration and planned af ter-usc.
In torms of groen bolt policy there may thus bo oo pormancnt loss of
the gonerally open character of the countryside around towns. More
pasitive mimerals and countryside palicies tend to be more relevant
1o the guestion than the nerrowly hosed croen belt spproach. Minersl
entractlos raraly confllcts with the need For grian containeent.

Groon Belt Policy ond Utllity Services

Development of utility services, incleding roads and rallways tends
1o b closcly rolaced o urban mecds. Sitcs moor Downg, ol i
In tha greon bulf: Lend 1o be sousht for rofuse disposal, slectricity
sub-stations, sounge works and other usoy which cannot usvally te >
stcoomodated within bullt up aress. In 2ddition the distribution
mitworks of some servicos such as glectricity and the comstruction
or improvement of now roads tend to hava a disproportionata effect
on green boles. Sevoranco, disturiance and waylcave restrictions
have an [nfluence on Tarming, while collectively such devolrpsancs
tend to have & visusl ispect on the landscapo. Such Uses have e
bo occepted In greon belés In the Iatercacs of urban arcas.

arean Dalt Pollicy and Landscape

The restrictive nature of green belt pol ley has Seen Instrusental (nm
presdrving the open natorc of the countryside, even though Tt hes had
Titele influcnca vpon many aspacts of |endscape
guallity fn groen bolts varics as Is the casa In ﬂnmtmﬁu
gemgrally, but Lecousc of the concentration of urban-rolsied duvelop-
mont such arcas tond to have msny detractors. Agriculiere too may
alter the cpen character of green balts th intenalva farming
methods which may sive rise to | farm tuI‘::Hl and wsste disposal
probless, thus Ir-nrm'lnu the possibilicy of lct botmetn proflt-
atle sgriculture and attractive coun dy. GCreen belt delsgnation
drows attentlon to specific sreas within the context of the
slde as o whole and sy give particolar Focus o ‘certain coontryside
policles. In thomselves, hosever, thoy confer fow particular adesn-

tages for landscape Improvement.
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Grean Delt Policy and Recreation

Dovelopment for sport and recreation [s doemed tn Bo acceptable In groen
telts. Extensive land uses such sn sports grounds or gol!f courses tend
to retzin the open character of the countryside and ba Tn-keeping with
gresn belc objectives.  Howaver, green balt status doei nothing to promote
recraat lonsl use despite tha foct that the orlgins of the concépt exprass-
Iy Included this [dea. It Is the demand for recrertion In the esyntry-
sioe which above all has prosmited tha Increased attention which Ts mow
paid to ‘positive’ wie of the green helt, So far this hes not been
reflected In governmant palicy alchough tho Coentrys ide Commission's
stated criteria draw attention to green belts and urbon fringes as
griority arcas for tho doveélopment of gountry parks and othar facilities.
Claarly such an opproach noods to be set within the wider contest of
countryside policy, also cmbrecing qrnmﬂm of morg Innccessible arcas,
tut In view of enargy costs and declining rural Sus sorvicos incronsing
emphasis on groen belt areas seers 1kaly., As things stand green belt
pallcy does nat actively sarve local sutharity efforcs to improve access
or Invest In recroational facllicles.

THE YORKSHIRE AMD WUMBERSINE JOLNT GREEN BELT STUDY

The Governeont in fts reply to the 1970 Reglonal Strategy of the Yorkshiro
and Humberside Economic Flanning Councll askod that a review of green
balts throughtwt the region should ba undertohen. Such a review was seon
to b halpful to stricture plan authorities But w23 not Intended to affect
palicies and docislons for the time beinp. The reply strossed that local
authoritiss shouid continge to axamine fgvolopment proposals In green belt
areas very critically and drew sttention to tha large ares of the Vest
Riding Croen Dalt which had already béen ppprovéd,

In 1572 the Regional Economic Planning Councl] and the Standing Confercnce
of Local Planning futhor ltles Instituted a Joint study with the following
terms of refercnce:

"To state, on & reglonal Basis, the principles which should underlie the
tholce and usa of land as Groon Dolts, having rogard to the future ecanomic
and secial wall-being of the region and Its onvironment'',

The study suggestod that a deteiled revlew of green belts Tz part of the
locel authority planning process and therefore concluded by stressing

the moed for posltive pessures of conservetion end enhancement and Ly
indicating policy aptions which are avallalle In the reglon. OF course
the Horth Riding sectar of the informal green bolt sround York wes excluded
from this raview, since the study related to the forser reglona)
bouncaries, although Tt did eamment upon the geseral problem of plenning
comprenansively for the York area as a wholo.

Tha review stresses the noed to strike a balance Between tomn and ecuntry-
sige policy. It includes nn essessmont of the Tikely long term demand for
band for urian dewelopment In Vast and South Yorkshire Metropollitan Countios.
This is cstimated to total 33,000 hectares (81,000 acres) Ly the end of the
century, of which 7,700 hectares (13,000 ocres) would be noedod befors 1581.
Hewewer (0 would now appesr that those ostimetes require to be modifiod
2ince rates of urbsan growth may prove to be rather Jewer than those assomed.
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12100 In discussing agricultural; minerals; récreation, landicopa and other
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countryside policies the reviow polnts cut that “'greon belt status
does nothing to bLring about effective recrestional use or the lsprove-
munt of visunl appearance of the countryside'. A mood was recognlzod
for sore potlitive dévelopmunt of green balr arsss, sapocially thelr
more dereliee or degraded parts. For this reascn tho functlion of gresn
belr palicy In Yorkshire and Hushorside was soon to be regulation of
tha size and shape of towns in ondar to prevent uncontrallod growth
and o préserve essy accass o open country, rather than sloply con-
straining tha growth of urban areas.

Howewver |t was Falt that the West Riding green bolt Is “‘more oxtensive
than it noads to be¢" and covors larpe aress of loand which could e
asdequately protected by other policies.

The reviow concludes with s discussion of future optlons fer grecn helt
polley and attompts to establish revisad principles based upon the
functions which deslpnated green belt lond is sarving. The alme of
green belt polley as sat out In Clreular 42755 are seon to ba Ful Filled
but in addition it was concluded that green belt designation is also
used In part 1o protect farmland, high quality landschape eross and
upland arens in use for recreation and hill faming. It was suggosted
that thase should not fors the basis of green belt designation since
ather powers exist which are more appropriate for the purposes.

It is concluded that a more selective approach is required concentrating
the definite roles of defined tracts of open country and attempting

to estah]lsh cppropriate planning ard mapagesent functions for Cthem

without subsusing secondsry functicns through the gulse of & green belk,

The demand for urlion dewelopment was considered o Yo capable of being
mat by paly throe basic options:

(i) Avalding the green belr by bullding enly In the already
ur!iurllid angd "white land" areas not included in the green
balt,

(i1) Avoiding tha greon belt by davaloping new or sxpanding
oxlsting communi tics beyond the cuter boundary of the grean
Lelte.

(111) Developing some of the land currently safeguarded as groen
balt (paragraph 7.12).

Impllcations of the Study for Horth Yorkshire

$ince the study related to former reglons| boundaries and concentrated
almost cxclusively upon the spproved Vst Alding Groen Belt, Tt Is
debntable whother It really should carry much force |n Morth Yorkshiro.
Howavar tha spirit of the study is acknowledged and |F review ls io be
undertakon elaswhere in the reglon then the aress of green 'alt within
the County should be scrutinised.

After » proving period of 20 years the precn belt has stood the tost
of time remarkably well. Re-caamination uw:l-mhnd!r directs sttention
towards 2 more positive role.  As o planning tool almf tr.lﬁillh the
size and location of developsont rather than simply mﬁ-

green belt will therefore continee to b treated as an I'_:rrhnt
statubory moasurd.
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I2.107 s & result of pressurs for divelcpment and o possiblo shift of cephasls
vy from gemiral urtan contsinment Tt Is the Inner sross of graen bl e
which are most cpen to reviow.  In the cata of the Viest Riding Groem
Belt this noed not fmply changé In Horth Yorkshire. On tho other Pt
the contequences of rigid adhuronce to exist ing Loundarics would be
unduly high densitios of dovelopment in towns or an sccelorsted rate of
devalopmant spilling ower beyond the creen belt t= ather arces, Thore i
Is some ovldunce of this in housing trends in Sclby Discrict. Clearly
tharefore the question of urben containmant has devolopmental comnc-
qQuences for Morth Yorkshire within the reglomal eontext.

12.108 The role of gresn belts as a device to provent msighbouring towns mcrging
Iinte sach othar hes Ffewer consequences for the County, This rmile drows
attention o retaining narrew physicat grean wedoas botwsen builtg up
arens, bearing in mind the cconomic and wocial indantity of towns. it
thus scoms to bg & mstrer of primary concern for the motropal | tan
countles although claarly npplics to the Harrogate/Knaresborough ares,

12.109 The rele of tha groon balt in preserving the specinl character of » tesm
Gppears to be a valld snd continuing cOncent antiraly in sympathy with |
tho proposed rovised gaidel ines lold down by the study. There 1 2n |
ohvious interest in this rele In the County, particularly around Yerk
whore the “special charascter is indisputable. Howcwver It may equally
ba relevant for protocting the cherascter of sl rural settloments,
including market towns, Greem Lelt palicy in the York ares sheuld noc
e treated simply 43 a3 mtter of tight containment. The spocial
character requiring protection ia Inrgely situsted in the histeric
core yat the green belt applics to the town a5 3 whole. It s act
direct solution to the probiless of the core. Indeed It may run countor
to condervation policy If the latter socks 13 rillave pressura on |
hlstoric centres &y ehcouraging dispersal. Sclution of some of the
profiléam of the historic ecre may well roguire a wider wicw of
devilopment oppertunitivs and opon space provision within the clty,
particalarly in relation o green wedges which penctrate towards tho
historic eore. Tha cptions put forward in the study csrry different l

s S, s ——

Implieations for the County, Those are discussed In turn with an
anphasls upon the recoemendation to cavelop some land currently
enjoying greon bolt designation. ]

fwnlding the green tete by bul Iding caly In the slrosdy wrbenlsed
and whitc land sroas

12.110 This eption depends on there seing swfficient ron-desipnated land
. avallable in sulessle Tocations. Undoubtedly it carrles great
: acceptance and could doloy the time whon Incursions ints the green
belt may be necossitatod,  Indogd such an opproach is alrosdy bullt
int the review ef the West Riding County Development Plan where 1t
i stated thae:
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ln order o kooh sewndment of tha Green Bl foundarlos o

= minimem, the inngr boundary of the Belt has boen dafined 1o isr
leave unallocatod curtain srons of land botwoen the Groen Belt In
snd the develcpment propasals In the plan;  these arcas mmy of

latar be allocated to =eet desands for dowelopment heyond
the prisent perlad af the Plan,™

[
Rdoption of this approach in the Mest Rlding Gresn Belt perhaps has -
Ittha direce hearing on lorth Yorkshire since the remeining undevelopod %
land “etween the bullt=-up sreas and the green belt moatly |les within 7
the motrepolTran countios and Fow of the ‘windows' within the grecn 2
bele llg within the County. The esceptions are Folllfoct, llrthlr o
Owerblow and Sicklinghall in Marrogate District and Brothesrton, Shorturn
in Elmet and South METFord in Selby District for which Inset maps hawe a

Leen preparcd. The option perhaps has more relgvance to the York arce

where a substantinl 'white cushlon' was loft vnallocated whon the ly
green bolt proposaly were drown op. It sust b declded whather |ts th
ritention conforms with the concept of using the groem belt o s
protect tha special character of the aras,

fvciding the green belt by develcping now or cxpbnded communitlas
heyond the green '_*il-!t

This approsch has charactarised greon wle policy In the Home Countles. it
It has not so fer been adoptod in the Yorkshire and Humberside Raglion. -
A change in this approach would of course carry coasiderable lepli-

cotions for Morth Yorkshire. Alrcady an Qutline Land Use Stratogy for

the Sulby arca proparcd by the formoar plamning suthority has bean -
Faviowes and IEs ?unmuﬂl- provisions revissd dowrmards o be emore in
koeping with Iocal nssd(l). To be succassful this opticn wwld require
the dollbgrate stlmulation of growth In comeinitlcs beyond travel Eo
work distance from existing towns and implles & balanced supply of
population and [sbi. The chances of achieving this In & poriod of Jow
population growth seee romote. Without the jobs the rate of develop-
menl would be slos and slght tond o Favour higher Incoes groups who
eoyld withstand the ersts of long distance commuting but even hore
ungertainty over tha ccats of enorqgy may bHe o medifying factor. At

a tima whan goegrnmant policy discriminates in fovewir of Dewolopeent
nrens aod Mow Towns The prospects of achieving such an approsch relatod
to the West Riding Growa Bolt sec= romote. Durlng the plan perled it s
is not therefore expectod that Worth Yorkshire will have to foce j
this challenga. Howewer, in the case of the York Groen Belt it s

possitle that urban pressures unable to bo satisficd within the urtan

(1) Selby Review Study., County Plannine Officer 1975
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area will “leop Trog' over the protocted sres and threaten more distant
open land,

Developing some of the land currently safeguarded as green bult

The study put particular emphasis on this possiblilicy. Inevitably such an
optlon drows attention to the urban fringas of green belt land and scems ta
tead to & notlonal classification of such land [nto Taner end’ guter aroas.
The former would presumably consist of a search area for development land:
The latter, while not entliraly Trmung From chango, would be largely
Iinviclabla.

Since the emphasis would ba on the urban marglns it is felt that the opt lon
would not produce a fundamental effect upon the County. Tho graen belt
areund York and Harrogate would need to be cxamined In this light, but I

Is felt that the areas under regional review In the West Alding Groen Belg
would be largely outside the County. The structurs plan could thus be froo -
to adept lts own approach to the araens of groen belt within the County.

THE GREEN BELT IM AEGIONAL, STRUCTURE AND LOCAL PLANS

The framework of formal plans presents the maln opportunity to express pole
icy on the existing and avalving role of groen bults. Through the propar=
atlon and review of thesa plans It s possible both to confirm the origin-
ally concalved purposcs of green bolts and te devaelop thelr mors dotalled
funcilons In up to Jate terms.

The strateglc guldance of developsent, particularly housing and cap | oyment
growth remains the main purpose of groon belts. ara a simpla proven

instrumunt which can surve both the encouragement of development in cortaln
directions and the contofnment of growth alsewhera. In this way they can

ensore that continuous and Indll:r?nlnntu urban sprawl Js avolded and that
development pressures arg met selectivaly.

A second strategic purpose of green belts is to gulde policies for the
provislon of certain types of recreation facillties. UDemand for both re= _
sourca orlentated facilities and some large land consuming user orlentated
facilitlies 15 particularly Intensive on the edges of bullt-ys areas. Pro-
vision for cpén air recreation in these areas, a prioricy racognised by the
Countryside Commission, may serve to divert some Jomand from more distant
places, Including national parks and Intensivaly used farmland and st the
samo time load 1o some landscape improvement.

In addition green balts also sérve to glve form to anv]rommencal planning
poileies by adding wuight to the protection of threatonad countrysideo.
Appeal declslons and .qu to day contrel of development IlHlustrate that the
application of green beit policles at local lovel is not always clear cut,
Nevarthaless the environmental principles Invelved remain valid., These
relate mainly tor=
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(1] the malntenance of the cpen appearsnca of the Tandscape by
restricting bullding to a ninleum;
(5i) » esutious attitude to the Intensification of land usas
which moy give rise to the need for furthor development;
(111) the improvement and enhancement of under-used areas;
{iv) encouragement of countryside land uses.

The Reqgional Streatogy Review(l)and the Groen Delt

The Review drew attention to the Joint Green Delt Study which took account
af some of the sbove polnts ond restated the maln eencluslons as Tollows:-

(a) that the first principle of Green Belt policy In Yorkshire and
iumberside should not bw (a3 1t had been uAtll now) ‘to check the
grewth of large Suilt up areas’ but rather 'to regulate thelr size
and shape In ordor te prevant uncontrolled grosth and to preserve
gasy nccess to open country and outdoor recreaticn in pleasant
sur round | ngs |

(L) Green Delt palley should be mere closely linkad to open space
palicios In towns;

{c) tore of the Green Delt should be used for positive envirormsontal
and smenity purposes]

{d) 1and should ot be allocated for Green Belt whire therc are more
sppropriate palicles for congrolling development.'

The Review reltarotes the Secrztary of State's endorsement of the
recommndation that planning suthorities should review groen belts in
the eourse of preparing structure plans.

C. THE GUILT ERVIRCHNERT

The vericd history of the county Ts fully representod in 2 Iurluqivn af
historic bulldings the most Important of which relete to preh storic
archaeo logy, monastic remains, med(gvt] casties and |Bth Century country
howusos.

o0f particular importsnce, however, |s the quality of wernacular
architecture and tradition, Several distinctive vermacular traditions
are rasentad In the county as @ whole reflecting the variaty of
natural topography and geology throughout the area.

The Yorkshire Oalcs

Pradominontly rolling platese country, broken by deep river val leys and
modifled by the lce fge, tho Dales novertholess comprise & variety of
scenery Including the limestone cliff and scar scenary in the west, the
torraced scenery of the altornating sandatone, shales and .| imestone of
the north, and the younger ‘border” of millstone grit country to the
cast, The arpa has provided on abundance of bui Iding stone. Limestone,
sandstone and crits have all been used, with glacial boulders adding o
surprising variety [n scme oroas. The Dnleés contaln scme of the Finest
esamples of vornacular architecturs, mast of which dates from the great
perled of rural building in the 17th contury, when new prosperity Brought
o demond for 8 more tantial and coemodious form of '_!]ﬂ;ﬁ. _
constructed of local stone with thick walls and heavy stone slate roofs.
Othor features Inclute ntone mullicoed windows, carved andfer Inicialled

doorheats, and ‘throughs'', 1.e. long transverse stones placed at
Intervals along one course in every Four of five to hald togethar thick
rubble wal s,

[1) The llext Ten Years. Yorkshire and humberside Resicnal Strategy
CRowlow.  HHSO 1576, - e i
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PART @ GREEN BELTS
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Policies for Grean Belts

POLICY Ed
THREE AREASR OF QAEEM BELT WILL DE OE FINED IN MORTH YORKSHIAE:-

AREAL ADIDINING THE COURTY BOUNTGARY WITH WEST YORKSHIRE AND EOUTH YORKEHIAE INELUDI MG

il AN ARES TOD THME ROUTH OF SKWPTON EXTENDIAG BOME TWO i LES FROM THE COUNTY HOUMDA Ry
IN CRAVEN DISTRICT,

fil  THE SOUTHERN FART OF HARRODGATE GEETRICT EXTENDING SOME TWO MILES TO THE NORTH OF
HARAQEATE AND ENAREBBORDUGH, BUT EXCLUDING THE BUILT-EM AREA OF THESE TOWNS, anD
EALTWANDS TOWARDS THE RIVER DLSE; anD

[l THE WESTERN PART OF SELBY DISTHICT EXTERDING EASTWARADRS FROM THE EXIETING QROEN BELT
TOWARDE THE RIVER DUSE AND THE RIVER WHARFE.

AREAE WITHIN AND ALLNNING THE CITY OF YORK, EXTENDING TO B MHETANCE OF SOME 5IX MILES FROM THE
OITY CEMNTRE WITHIN HAMBL ETON_ HARROGATE, AYEDALE AND BELEY DHETWICTE ToO MEET THE WESTERN
EXTEMEIDN OF THE WEST YORKSHIRE FRINGE GREEN BELT IN HARROGATE AMD EELBY HSTRICTSE,

dimtHkentican fo7 Pulicy EB

1 TlurnrrrwmmfmlGrunﬂ-ﬂnmr.inwmmhmvum:nlhm—munﬂlr-ﬁnﬂrmwm- i
hmnnirhunmu‘r-arhH—nﬂmﬂ-mInhllmqmmmmﬁmmmmm.mplﬁm
errEninl dnvsemng Thhmmhmmmhmmmh_WMmmwﬁmui:mnu o

] Emmnﬂhr-hqnu;mum:mdmumhiﬂnudlﬁrnm-ﬂm M thos « 8l i momens, ane mon-
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3. Aa inciceied i Chaptare 4 ang =, resslential andd incustrial iane assd el b= prosided Far mainiy within the broed on e af
Ewigting surtlemsnts. Gewery Buly pobciss tharnioes RRIDrT the geaeral incemticn of Poticies HS gng EY i ortoolling developmirg
Incpoea of the o acoumible par of 1w County, While Green Belt m an urbaan-reato concegn and wall coPit ity 1D 1k
promatinn of comenct . uiren devebsee aned the suniclenes of g, Bolly dpplcarion will cantribute M 1P Brdsarvation of
sitioulnarsd innd & smaronmanial qualety.

4. Grean Dl designation ius bean atiot sainly from the Marth Yorkghis Mand@eint 50 the =SxEnmoes relieot tha rinaprw of dey-
aloprrre iin thic Seibwy, Harrogate/ Knarssbesoush snd nonm Hambieson araar and the Irregusler patern: of 1he siormael Ciresm )
orouni York. Howsusr i1 cannot te wluhmuhnhmmpmﬁulninﬁnmm. neatatly Clisswland, Soush Yark:
shire snd West Yorialvme, It iuwmﬂmmmﬂlﬂtthM the Strucrure Plam padicies of
i counties and foem urniduu:--a.'-munhnmqmuﬁ

5 Whors Green Balr dcesignation an wdistend enunties isencs 1o thesr Bgmndary with kormh Yiorkskind, there i & fmutusl nesd fne
memmunmmlmmmumm.
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WO OS wndd Enwigmed The definizhen nf-"ru—hurndnmnruu-hulnﬂmnnd eoEmrs himsive patiarn of goidence”, (1)
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this penars sRaErnet of principle in-oes plass

POLICY ER
e o o T e o o e e SATED ouL o i enccron o
NECESSARY IN CONNECTION WITH THE FOLLOWING LAND USEE..
[l AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY:
fiid  CUTDOOR SPORT AND RECREATION:
il CRMETERIES DR (NSTITUTIONS STANDING N EXTEMNSIVE GROUNDS: AND

fbvl  DTHER USES APPROPRIATE IN & RURAL AREA.

(1} Rsgons SHubegy Fawins Government Resnnes (077

FOLICIES FOR THE BB RO MMENT
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Justifiestion for Padicy 26

Thi sdibeamion al Grate Baly policy o Nt it nded 10 s siserhe devs i, Locally gromsured regurmmeas i Fitisiiay
and ewlasiry will Dermeraily e Syt waithin or whare FPCERSECY, pipdineng wettlements  Difide SHTILhTHING the mivine jof
Circuilnr 42788 will tie Miferevad PrTAting SpRnopriEle Gevaioomei to take glace. Mowaser a Burposs o Giesn Bai iy bt
Famirict bailoding far indusarial ar commereinl PUDEY vhieth rugtin, TheCugh o need o ke |md Toa e For S roinserio
tiomnaf mone e TP reEpOnatHe récuira ety ol Bxigting coeesrns will nesd m e et

The sepmrenct of villages shi 1B couwsbrygicds i & b companent of ike Monp Yarsshie ArirOnInanG w0k prapecoan sgs
L pasising by conswren snplication of Gresq Belt pohoies. lwdned tweslopmann ales Batracts Friam ibs oposareaee of fhae
colntryside snd bl ooty i prowk®e wiih sEndeng,

The potoy. will berig fo i mm the o of EricuEturel bandg end, by giving canticless that fermdand will B Graticied, encournge
tetaay 1 eBSrTHEnE iny urkan frange graey.

The rvpe mnd mmrdity of receeisanal ceweelopman germeimd el oepand an tha. fesetain wilyhin the Gregre Relp BN LAD0n ol
HE= FAICes: Uit SERraEHRTE ST0r v ot onal e shindid not be gxciudad trom Oreen Bein o prenoinle,

Spme IpstiiuTions meguine arge sitms which connat umasily be moommachind in igeeg, Wharg bealinEngs stand in lsepe proureds,
Sepecially wivre santation & eew e could EnNfance fheid gepemrancs gme ieat ol their sitiang, yueh (swilooman: i 1o Lt
amcmuragEd

POLICY ETOD

THE FUATHER EXPANSION OF SETTL EMENTS WITHIM GREEN BELTS WILL MORMALLY NOT BE ALLOWED EXCENT
THROUGH MINDOR INFILLING. WHERE ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT |5 TO BE ALLOWED, BETTLEMENTS WILL BB
INBET IN THE GREEM BELT AND POLICY Ef WILL NOT APPLY,

dustifiorissn far Podioy E10

Eignalicamt #onaalon of Sreen et serrismeds Pl PUBTE SCTor IAVINEMIMA |8 Mvices and dectitim wvif Can produce road
traffic predlems In g Fime ol lirsited resousice 2o rissng cose of povEle srpvel, fand uwe naliciag showla anaourege full we gl
UM Gkits Bt e nnecsesarlly Bromode oo e irereng of dmelogmen.

This polioy should be /el togacher watd Poicy EV2. Geesn Belt poboms seek I AT the nepeesion of siterens I (ke
iminaffam consiment with the reas0nahle needs o8 ol peapls, Takas iggmthar wwiph the Tausng guidaline |Faiicy HI) amd the
suclusicng introckesid by Pokey 13, i pohcy prowdes @ fraresor far the disribution Bl devalopimenst ond thir iromy ot
arogrameney of poblie suthorpes

Vilteges in nresi of the County mosi scorssitie from large sPnphoNTERE cdntres. iquine specific prsischan it 18y ane moE ol
ivamoed by dewdosment. The poley provides pither fos 1R oG in Greon Ball, whire there s b 2 gEeral predieme-
mian ageenel durther development, or their resmmens i mn R wiilagn eans ol Pl may desemmice (fat Grean el pahicy
shoiitd ot nooly. 17 doss nat inply an amificial ban 0% Gevmlofmsng but sstks ba provics the e tor planreng the tids and shaps
o sErThRAE seRingT B Seckgrounad of fam palicy

THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA WILL BE USED TO DETERMINE WHICH SETTLEMENTE QUTSIDE THE MARROGATE.
KNAREEBOROUGH AND YORK AREAS ARE YO BE EXCLUDED FAOM THE GREEN BELT.

il THEIRSLNTASLITY FOR ACCOMMODATING SMALL GROLPS OF HOLBES: OR
il THE EXTENT OF EXISTING PLANNING FERMISSIONS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT: AND
I THE AMOUNT OF SPARE CAPACITY IN PUBLIC UTILITIES THAT COULD BE USED ECOMOBMICALLY,
AMD

(Wi THE AVAILABILITY DF SHOPS AND PRIMARY EDUCATION FACILITIES.

Jumiification tor Palioy E11

This policy & & ot ineimint of Peficy E10 and s inTencisd o provide mulr'-rq'fm Tocal plar, which witl ioeetity insei’ willgey
withi Grese Bt arom. Wisile altowing for same formar hevelopemnant, the. Grgan: Bt will b drawar nghtly endona these vilkgey

Takean igEribar with thi hausing guidelimes IPodigy M2, inis poaticy Drervachin & fraresvarrh {09 1his Giitribution ol Hewelppment and
Thil indmitrear prapromenes ol subilic suthorisies.

Ewen b wyre desivanla, i venidd bw impactisihle o make g h-hm;tmmimh.n:h#lmm A SR ares wathin g
wefinsd Grean Balt, To be resfatic, i 18 imusnned that sone wiE e = uitshle i pocomimndeting sl groups af hooss mnd
thot sarme ore atmesdy commiTin) 50 8 idmtantal smount of Aew housing Such factary will bt mareraal considerationg m detinang
finmey’ While spans CopRETY In pubSc utiGiies ot in st & pandicetion for Tuturn deveiogemant i s expeciml 1o inbiune
the chadon of ‘et wilaged it the sgene vy i the dwailnbeliny of amher sennces, notably ooy and grimery sshonis,

bafancar aporeach b idanming i Gress Babi oeaes 1o evolue, it would defan: e obgecs of desigartion i sl WITEmenis e
oxcluded. Consaqumniiv, a mmwuww e MOl Enroariae srttement: vall b fdendifisd

Covtaria hor 1P defifi tiom ol Bres 15 e ascliclicd inom the Work Grasn Bei e defined in Pubey v g
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POLICY E12
WITHIN SETTLEMENTS EXCLUDED FAOM THE GREEN BELT, RESIDENTIAL CEVELOPMENT WiILL MORMALLY 0E
FEAMITTED ONLY WHERE T Wbl -

Ifl NOT CONPLICT WITH THE MAKIMUM LEVEL OF GROWTH FOR THE FARTICULAR SUBE-AR2A MiTHIN
WHICH THE SETTLEMENT 1% SITUATED:

W) BE WelLL RELATED 7o THE EXISTING FORM AND SCALE OF THE SETTLEMENT AND WOULD NOT
SPOIL ITS CHARACTER: AND

liid  8E oF & SCALE AND DESIGN SPPEOPRIATE TO THE NEEDE OF PEDPLE LIVING 1 THE AREA AND
WOULED COMETITUTE EITHER INFILLING OF ROUNDING-OFF OF THE FEISTING BLALT-UP AREA OR
Kistificetion for Felioy 12

Tehon togrthe witl tha Miising pasialineg [Py M abis poleey providas 5 fremiaverk for e csribeartinn o crvmionermnt o
thi lrresitrmens programmes af public i th iy

Contimimn, o sutnmntial heinEEnT woid gradusiiy giter 1 Fharacrur &F sl towes ond villsges. Pariphars e = L )
0 be posiely related to tha Form ml TRy S §r i sz fmm srvice @l Faoiiniss. Therefore, whils thars Tay b jenpa
iz furthor oesloomant, i ey Balt wiidl b phrgiven Pghibly romng Reciuosd sattiemans
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Deparimentsal 1he Envirenment and. Transport

Deparimentaf the. Cnutenment
Yarkshire and Humberside Region
City Housa Leads (S5 440

Telephona 0532 -38733 aaL. 1)

The Chief Executive and Clerk of the County Council Your Reference:
Yorth Yorkshire County Council EC/SL CP.37/B
neunty Ball

fur Referencet
NORTHALLERTON YH/5065/324/11P
varth Yorkshire
LT BAD 2L b YHovember 1380
2ir

TOHUN AND COUNTEY PLANNING ACT 1971 (AS AMENDED)
FORTH YORXBHIEE STRUCTURE PLAN
1. I an directed by the Secretary of State For the Envirorment ioc say that,
heving considersd objections, insluding objections io modifications, and represen—
tations and the Fanel's Report of the Wxmmimation in Public (EIP) held in March 1980,
ke has today approved the shove-named Structure Plan with modifioftions. The
modified Plan is enclosed,
2, The 3eoretary of State's approval of the Flan relates te the Courcil's planning
sontext, and the policien and general proposals for the development and other use
of land in the area coversd by the Plan, and takee inte sesount their relaticnship
to poligies and pomeral proposals for the development end other upa of land in
neirkbouring areas which may be expacted to affect that area. The approved plamnming
paripel is sontained in Chapter 2 of the Plan, and the mspproved policies and peneral
propopals ‘are distinpguiched in capital lettsrs in Chapters 4, 5, 6, T, 9, 9, 10 amd
1% :0f the modified Plan.
i, The Sesretsry of State has taken note of the reasomed justification which is
not inoluded in the approved written statemont. To the extent thet he considered
anpropriate, he has sei ocut below his reasons lor approving or medifying the Iand
uge policies and gemerel proposxls formulated in the Flan,
£, In considering the Structure Plan, the Sccrefary of State has hed regerd in
particular to the relatiomship of the Plan's policies and gemaral preoposals to
rational and established regionzl policies and the policies of neipghbouring planning
apthorities; $0 the reconciliation of any conflicts betwesn the individual policies
gnd general propesale of the Flan; and to the resolution of matters off subatantial
ot TOVEreY,
HEDIFICATTONS
CENERAL
221 weBIPIoATION:

The Secretary of State has oodified the written statesent by deleting
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material et out in capital letters (in the Flan zs submi tted) which does
not appear to consiltute accepiable policies or general proposals in respect
of the developnent or other use of land. Ho has 2lsc modified the wrd tten
statement by deleting policies and gemeral proponals set out in sapital lotiers
{in the Plan as submitted) shich are in his view inappropriate to a Structure
Plan because of tha level of detmil which they import into the Planj because
they relate io matters which are nof of ptructaral importance; because thay
meraly advooate action by other bodiesy or because they relats to matiers vhich
ara for decision by Gentral Oovernment in another context. Heo has alpo podifiad
she written statemsnt in order to express more appropriately or to olaxify the
wording of policies and general proposals which seem to him teo be inappropriataly
axpressed in the Plan as submitted,
5.2 The Tesn and Country Planning (Structure snd Lesal Plans) Regulations 1974
poquire that the County Counclil's policles and gensral proposals, which under
gaction 7{3)(a) of the Towm and Country Planning Act 1971 should relate to the
dpwelopment and other use of land in the ares coversd ‘hy the Plan, should be readily
Alstingnishable from the other ecntanis of the writien statemsnt. In the Horth
Yorkshire Structure Plan as submitied the policies and geoneral propoeala that ralate
ta thesas mattors are distingposhed in capitel letters in Chapiers 4 to 12 imalusives
5.3 THowever, some of the material printed in capital lattera (in the Plan as pubmitted)
does not appaar to constifute accuplable policies or guneral proposals in respect of
the development or other tise of laad, and this has thersfore been deleted. The Panel
found that some of the policies wers unduly pagtpictiva and detailed. The Dacretary
of State accepts mpoat of ithe Panel's findings in this respect and has mads & nunbar
of mofificeticns to the Plan to glve effoct to them.
5,4 The Secgetary of Siste haz algo deleted moma policies which are not of stractursl
slenificance, and romoyed other material ne conaiders inappraprizte for distinguishing
in capital lattere; for example, stataments of objsctive, stataments sdvocating aotion
by Central Covermment or by third pariies who are not plamning suthoriiios.
.5 Additionslly, s mumber of palicies snd general proposalzs in ihe Plan es submitted
have boen modified o clarify their meaning or o express then in ferms mora BPErOpTi-—

ste to a structurs plan.

HEOUSING

6.1 MODIFICATION
The Secretary of State has modified Policies ul, ¥2, H3 and HE to Temove
syxnasgive d=iail from the Plan; 19 Increaas the provision of land for housing
jp the County; and to state the policies more cleariy and goncisely. He han
aleo deleted referencen to local meeda from Policies HZ and H7 and rephrased the
jatter tq brirz it into line with the prioritles =et out in 0E Gireular ﬂ,.-"Fﬁ.

E.2 Eolicy Fi a5 submittad et A peiling of 19,000 wew dvo 1limgn 40 be bullt in

2
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the County betwsem 1977 to 1931, A% the EIP the County Council propoged that this
pimire should be increased to a maxiopum of £G,500 dwellings. Policy HZ proposed to
allocate this toktal amongst <4 sub-areas of the Comnty. At the EIP the County Countiil
slaimed tkat the restriciions on new hous® tuilding in the County wers in accordance
with the structure plans of the neishbouring counties of Yest Yorkshire and Cleveland,
and wonld provide gufficient housing both for the needs of local people and for a
reasonable nuaber of in-migrants. The fonse Bailderst Fedaration argued, however,
ihat a substaniially higher celling wWould be required %o mest future housing demand,
¥eat of the new housing would be in the private secior,
£.1 The Panel found that the County Council's caleulaiiona of total housing reguire-
nente were at the boitom of the range of housing need, whereas the caleilatione of
the House Puilders' Federation and other participanis wers &t the top of the range.
! Tha Pamel recommended that a middle fignre of 46,000 (inslwding 10,900 for Selby
mimtrios) should be adopted, because toc severs a restriction on new housing would
temd to drive up house priges, to the deiriment of local regidents and in—comers alike,
and eould affect the provision of new job opportunitiea in some parke of the County.
£.4 The Secretary of State is anrious that struciurs plans should not include policies
vhich would restriet opportunities for {noreaging home ownership, and he shares tha
panel ¥n coneern abeut the effects which the restrigtions proposed in the Flan as
wuhmi ttad would have beth on the availability of housing in some parts of the County
amd on house priocots. Az regards the 10,900 dwsllings proposed by the Panel for
the Selby District, the Seeretary of Stale recogniszes that the soope for industirisl

jevelopnent — particularly in the gouthern part of the District — =y give rise

to a higher demand for housing, while account has to be taken of the full range of

housing demand — direct and lndirect — shich the major new coalfiald may generzie.

The Secretary of State, vhile recogniaing that +ha Disirict @ontains mich good quality
: a-rigultural land which pust be pafoguarded as Tar as possible, baligvee that it

is ripht to mide penercus provision for housing for the District; btut in the

1ight of cbjections received io his published modifications he considers that the
e proposed by the Panel vod Toso high m=nd he has reduced it %o 0. 300, He

o
o e -

recognleEay that thi= fif,'lJIF.' pould ke pdthin the capse it:f of the -I'J'J.i].di:r:lg 17}'»:1“2‘-1'.',"

apd mcceptshle to the Selby District Ceuncil. Cwerall, the Secretary of Etate broadly
approves the main objective of the housing policies in the Plan of reducing inward
=igration inte the County; and he coneiders that the soderate tneresss for the County
sz & whols of up 10 44,100 new dwellings in the period 1577 to 19291 should not accele=
rate migrztion froa West Yorkshire or Clevelend, while the provision of house building
lan! on this seals sheuld help to mastraln noute price incresses in the County. Ha
150 conmerda to the County Couneil the Panel's recommendation that the heusing supply
and demend in the Gounty should be monitored and reviewed by 1983,

3
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€.5 At the ZIP Ddstrict Councile argued that the Strusture FPlan's proposals in
Policy 2 to allocate housing to 24 sub-areas would result in undue rigidity and

local shortages in sub-arsas. On the other hand, the County Coumcil claimed that

an ipdication of the scale of housing provision in the wvarious parts of tha eight
Districts in the County was an important function of the Structure Plan in giving
puidance to Diatrict Councils in the preparation of their leecsl slans.

6.6 Tre Panel concluded that the system of sub-area allocations for housing would

in fact be too rigid and that greater flexibility was needed. The Secretary of Stats
breadly agress with the Panel and notes that the poblished modification propoaing the
deletion of sub-area housing allocations was accepted by most District Couneils. He has
therefore deleted Policies Hl and H2 and substituted & revised Policy H1 making pro-
Wigien for up to 45,100 new dwellings in the County in the peried up to 1991, with a
¥FEﬂhﬂnwn ef this [lgure to the eight Districts only, and has added a requiremsnt thst
most of the new housing should be mainly in snd around the main urbean areas, main

towns and small towns.,

6.7 Policy H3 az submitted proposed four criteria for designating service villages

and identified such villagss. At the EIP, so<e District Councils and the representatives
of the twe Natiocmal Park Commitbess in the County resisted this proposal on the
grounds that it wss for thes to desigmate such villages.

£.2 Tne Panel recommended that the sense of Policy HE and its criteria should be
nocepted, but. that the actusl maming of villages should be left to the Districtk
Couneils in consultation with the County Céuncil. The Secretary of State generally
walcomes measures which help o prevent rural depepulation and to retain the character
and functions of rural communities. He has thereford aporoved the intent of Policy H3,
Eud, subject to minor modification, the criteria by which service villages will be
Lnlected; but he has deleted references to particular villages. Villages will ba
designated in local plans.

£.9 As regards the proposal in Policies HY and H7 o= submitted that the ownership of
new houses in the County should be restricted ss far as possible to loeal residents,
the Secretary of State agreea with the Fanel that these proponals are unrealisticy and he
has deleted this reastriction from Policies H49 and HY.

6.10 The Secretary of State has slso sccepted a modifizatien sugrested by the County
Council to Policy Ho advocating that priarity for new housing development should be
given to vagant pnd derelict sites in existing gettlements.

£:11 The Zscretary of Jtate slso considers that Policy BT as submitted did not fully
reflect the priorities for saintaining s reserve of land for house huilding which are
sot out in DOE Circular 9/80. He has therefore =odified Poliey H® ageordingly.

il b
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IKDUSTRY AND OFFICES
7.1 HODIFTCATION:
The Secretary of State has delefed Policies Il and I2; modified Policy 13 to simplifly
the County Council's industrial policies and to delete the ccneept of Employment
Priority Arcas; and has modified Policy I5 to increase substantially the provisiom
of land for industry in-each District. He has also modified Policy I12 to accept
the increased limits suggested by the County Council on the growth of service
employment in HEarrogate and Scarbvorough and, as slightly modified, in York.
7«2 The Panel recommended that Policy Il as subsdtted should be combinad
with Policy I4 for simplieity. The Secretary of Giale considers, howewer, that the
wording propogsed by the Panel does not amount to a significant policy statement
appropriate to s stroeture plan and be hes deleted Policy Il.
¥7.3 Policy T3 as submitted provided for the establishment of Employment Priority
Mreas where priority would be given to increasing the rumber and type of job
spportunities through the development of land and btuildimgs. The Fanel found
that the policy was seripusly defective because it failed clearly to identify the
places to be given the priority; because it did not £it in with the natiomal polioy
of keeping Assisted Arsa status after 1982 for Scarborough and Richmondshire only;
and becensge it did not state what benefiis the proposed designation would afford.
The Panel recommended that the policy should be deleted and the semee of it
incorporated in a revised policy including elementa of Polices T2 and T1.
T+l The Secretary of State recognises that there is a need fo balance the protection
of the amenities of the Rational Parks with the provigion of sufficient mumbera of
job opportunities to help to stem rural depopulation and to pressrve the character
of the aettlenents in the Parkas The Structure Flan should also give priority to
the Richmondshire and Scarboroush THstricts vhich will retain Intersediate Ares status
"f‘nr the purposes of receiving reglonal industrial aseistence from the Government.
The Secretary of State agrees with the Panel that Policy 13 as subnitted Tailed to
make glear vhat benefits the designation of Eoployment Prioriiy Aress would affond.
He has therefore modified the policy broadly on the limee recommended by the Panel.
7.5 Policy IS as subnitted propossd the provision of 228 hectares of land for
indugtry in the County =plit among the eight Districts but, before the EIP began,
the County Council suggesied increasing the amounts of land for irdusiry in each
Iietriet expapt Tork and Selby. lost of the Distriet Councila acoepted these revised
alloentions, tut Hambleten, HRichmondshire and Selby wanted their allocations
increased. The Panel recommended that the changes suggestied by the: County Council
shotld be agproved subject io the figures: for Hambleton smd Richmondehire being
increassd to 30 ha eachs The Becrefary of State has generally socoepted the Panelfa

recommendpiiong.

3= 337




7.6 Poligy T12 as submitted propesed that provisien for service sector jobs in the
York area should be restricted to 7,000, in Harrogete to 2,500 and in Secarborough to
900, Bafore the EIP, the County Council suggesied a modification to alter the
figures to 4,400; 3,900; and 2,100 respectively. The District Counclls concerned
generally accepted the revised figures, ani the Panel recommended that they be approved,
apart from raising the York area Tigure to 5;500.
7.7 The Sceretary of State broadly accepta the Pancl's recommendations and has
modified the Palisy sccordingly. He is anxious that structure plan policies should
not unduly restpiet the growth of service aector employment - particularly in &reas
like York ond Searborough which are heavily depesndent on the holiday and tourist
industry. He alas recognises the potential for growth of office eaployxent in
Harrogate District.
TRANSPORT
2.1 MODIFICATIONG
The Seeretary of State has modified Policy T1 to state the purpose of the
molicy more clearly and to re-2ilocate the roads included in the primary road
network into twe categories. He has also modified Policy T7 to delete refersnces
to a epecific date for commencing the road schemes listed in the Policy; included
a new Policy T7A specifying the road schemes which the Department ef Transport
intend to commence in the County; modified Polley T9 to provide & single coherent
ctir parking policy and deleted Folicy TS in consequence; an? modified Folicies
T11, Ti%, Tib, T15 snd P20 to combine them into & single industrial transport
palicy.
8.2 Policy Tl ag subsitted provided for 5 maip catsgories of major roads on which
traffic would Be concentrated. The Secretary of State considers, however, that there
iz no need for separate priority categories Far motorways and trunk roads, and he has
-ombined these. He has alse combtined principal County roads (Class A} and the selecied
flass B roads listed in the policy as a separate second priority category. The
Sacretsry of State agrees with the Panel that it is not practicable So conmcentrate
traffie, a5 proposed by the Flan, as submitted, on the primary road network and he has
modified Policy Tl to relate it to the allocation of rescurces and to treffic regulatioa.
8.5 Tolicy T7 as submitted designated a number of "key routes" in the County and
listed eleven major road schemes on those routes on which construchion would start in
the period te 1991. At the EIP the policy was criticissed because it did nobt appear
to take sufficient mccount of the Department of Trensport's intentien to publish orders
for the extensicn of the M1 to the east of Leeds, and because of doubbs about the
availanility of the funds needed to build the 11 roed schenes.
8.4 The Seeretary of 5State agrees broadly with these criticisms snd has modified
the Plan to remove cos-ence=ent dates and to make it clear that the schemes in the

policy should not be regarded as bedrg in any order of priority. He agress that the
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routes listed in Poliey TV are important strateple routes whose improvement would help

to implement the Flan's main policies; snod he expects the County Council to proceed

with the gchemes asz and when resources permit, having full regard to the Departrent
of Transport's intention to publizh érders for the extensicn of the Ml ta the east
of leeds,

8.5 The Secrotary of State has also inserted a new Felicy T7a setting out proposals

for the improvesent of the County's strategic road network lo be made by the new

trunk roamds or lmprovements listed in the White Paper: Poliey for Boads:

England 1980 (Cond 7908).

3.6 The Secretary of State has also copbined, for fimplicity, Policy T9, whidh

deals with parking in tewns, with Palisy 75, covering paricing at rallvey etationa

and has combined Policles T11, T13, T14, 715 and 720 into & single polisy for the

benafit of transport oparators and developers,

HTIERALS

M.l MODIFTCATION:

! The Secretary of State has modified all the mineral policies (Policies M to 15)
to make them oonsistent with netiomal policies towards mineral extraction; to
remove unduly restrictive policies; and to simplify and clarify than, He haa
also expressed more clearly the County's role as an important sepplier of
minerals in the north of Ergland,.

9:2 North Yorkehire mekes an important contribution to the =supply of minsrals fo

much of the north of England. At the EIP, the representatives of adjoining County

GCouncils expressed concsrn about the effect which the minernl policies in the North

Torkshire Plan as cubmitied might have on the evallabllity of minerals from Worth

Yorlmhire. Althoush the Horth Yorkshirs Qounty Council eccepted that the production

and supply of these minerals would have to continue for the forssessble future, others

slaimed that the restrictive mature of all the mineral policies in the Plan would, in

?r&cﬁi:u, gubetantially reduse the amsunt of minerals exported from North Yorkshire

in future years. The policles would also inhibit new dovelopment from teking place,

and could reduce the number of jobe sveilable in some spall areas of the County: On

the other hand, the County Council argued that rasfricticne were necessary if attrac—
tive areas in the County, in which most of ihe minerals wers logated, were not to be

despoiled, Paragreph 9.1 of the Plan as submitted indicated the balance which the

County Council sought between environmental safeguards, econtnic needs for the mineral

and the cormercial seourity of operators.

Hs3 Tha Secretery of State agress with the aime of the County Council as set out in

paragrach 9.1, But he accepte the Penel's view that the policies in the Plin as Biub-

mitted did not raflect fuliy the County (ouncilts intentionss: He hes therefora accepled
the PanelTs reconmendation that the Plew should state clearly the role of North

Yorkshire in the proviszion of minorols and has sodified Policy 10 accordinglys. He

hao alzo modiTisd Policiea [ and 2 tohely to achieve a8 beiier Dalance bBoetwsen

mineral expledtation and enviramenial conservaiion.
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9«4 Folicy M3 aa submitted included a strong presumption against any further extrac-
tion of coal by umnderground minipg unless ths extraction was in the national interest
and the applicant was prepared o enter into legal agreements with the local plamning
authority. The policy alse barmed the disposal of colliery westie on the surfece unless
for the purposes of restoring derelict land or improving agricultural land., The
Secretary of Btate conalders thei the terms of this policy as subzitied are

garerally too restrictive. He considers that applications for the exiraction of

goal should be comsidered against the same general criteria as for other minerala,
He Las therefore modified Policy M3 to that effect,; and deleted the requirement that

surface tipping of waste will be permitted only in the circumstances described in

the policy as subsittod,
9.5 Policy M4 as sulmitted proposed the establishment of Mineral Consultation Zones

shiere other forms of development would be restiricted, The Panal saw no nesd for the

) formel delineation of such zones and recommended that the policy should simply require

) pitrict Councils to consult with the County Council about the delinesticn of thess
zones where this was considered npeceseary. The Secretary of Siate agress that formal
Zelinesation of mineral consultation areas is unnecessary, and he has deleted thia
reguiranont from FPolicy Mie
9«5 Policy M6 deals with the restoration of land following mineral workinge. The
Panel recommended that the policy should be delsted and replaced by one more
direotly stating the Gouncil's intentions and omitting eriterien (4ii), vhich they
coneidered to ba 400 restrictive and incapable of implementation. The Secretary of
State pensrally supports the polioyts aim of returaing land worked for sinerals to
agricultural uss sherever posslble, bui he sgrese ihat the policy as sublmitted is too

rootrictive. He hag therefors modified Policy I to elmplify and olarify it,

TV IROHEETT

} 10.1 [OIIFICATICH:
/ The Searetary of State hag modified Folioy E3 to identify tha green bolts

in tha County more clearly and added = mew Policy Ela stating the criteria

ta ba used in defining tholr boundarias. Ho has also modified Policy E10 aml

dalated Folicy T =0 e %o =inplify the criteria for the designation of inset

pottlesento in the creoen belts.
10.2 The Plan as splmitted proposed (Polloy E3) to add to the existing gresn helio
in Porth Yoricshire parts of the Skipton, Harrogete, Selby and Tork aress, and & new
~rgan balt cxitending 9 oiles south frow part of fhe northern County boundary. The
Fansl found thst the case for extonding the green belis in the County had not been
nada, and recommanded that the existing green belt aress in the County, shers lhe
policies wera being applied, should be confirted as green balé in the Siructure Plan,
aubject o some minor tidying wo, and to extension of the grsen belt round York ln-a

vaotariy diraction.

2 235



10.7 The Secretary of State broadly Agroes with the Panel's recommendations and has
modified Policy Ef accordingly. Much of the County is protected agsinat development
by other policies for the orotection of the environcent and good quality agricultural

lzrnd. The Jscretary of State believes that the degres of protooction afforded hy
thooe poliocief 16 more than adequato to safeguard the many amcnity aress in Nerth
Yoricehire and he is anxious that the greén belt concept should pot be devalusd by
indiscriminate application, or by uwsing groen belt nmotation where other momrng of
development control in rural areas would morye appropriately serve the required purpose.
The Secretary of State has alse lneerted a pew Policy Efa setting out the eriteria to
ke used in determining the bounderies of the green belis in local plens, This reflects
both the provisions of LG Cireoular £2/55 and of the Joimt Gresn BDelt Study for
Yorkshire and Hombarside.
10,4 Policies E10 and E11 as submitted sat out the oriteria to be used in determining
which pettlaments outside the main built-up areas in the County are {0 be excluied

om the grosn belt. At the EIF the County Council suggested a substantial re-wording
a7 Policy EIQ but tho Fangl cormeidersd that the two policigs should ha raplaced by a
gingle scherent policy. The Scoretary of State agrees and had therefore modified
Policy E10 and deleted Policy Zi1.
TRE INSE" AREA
1.1 TODIFICATTION:

The Secretary of State has deleted Policles YP1 to YP22 in Chapter 12 of the
written statezent,

112 The County Council argued &t iho EIF that it was necessary to Include & =zoparate
zaation on the planning of the York area; because this was the largesi concentration
of popalation in the whole County; because the solutions to many of the problens of
York District were to be found in four adjacent Disiricts; because there was a need
for an overall view of the planming of the shole area; &nd bocause the unigue char—
jacter of the historie ity meant that it had to have some special policiez whlch worae
not of general application throughout the County. The Iistrict Counecils recopnised
the value of & co-~ordinated approach to the planning of the yhole area. The Panel
Foind, howsver, that many of the 22YP policles in the York Inset Area chapter duplica—
tod, in whols or in part, other policies in ihe main body of the Biruciure Plan and
sayw Ho need for ropeating thoem in a soparate section} and they comsidered that the
remaining YF policies w=re more zppropriste io Iocal plara than to & structure plan,
11.3 The Secratary of Siate notes the advice given to the County Council in 1978 by
the Hegional Econstie Plamning Board ihat separzte cheplors on the planning of York,
Harrogate and Scarborough should be deleted from the draft Structure Plan on the
sroumde that thay were too deiailed and vere more appropriate as briefs for local
nlans, He agrees with the Panel that, to the pxtent thai the policies in thal sesilon
do mot duplicate oiflier Structure Plan polioles), they tend %o be of a nature which
interferes unluly with the dutice =nd responcibilities of the Istrict Councils, or

are not reloted to strstegle land uss plamming. He potes, teo, that only one of the
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five Digtrict Councils in the area hag objected to the proposed deleticm of the
separate policies for the York Inset Area; and that the Fanel made no recomzenda—
tion on the separste allocation of housing ard industrial land in each district
pdjacent to Tork. MHoreover; any such allccations would have to itake socount of
the subgiantial changes made in District hoysing and ipdugirial land totals in
Policies Hl and T5 from thoge in the Plan as gubmiited. Por these reasons; the
Secretary of State has deleted from the Plan Policliss YP1 to YPE2 inclusivep but
he shares the Fanel's view that the Ilocation of future development in the area
nesds to be forther considersd and he wishes the County Coummcil and the District
Councile to comsult one ancther and the Regiomal Office of the Depariment of the
Environment with a view to producing by 31 December 1581 firm proposala for the
lpcation of future housing and irdustrial developmept in the area.

CONCLUSTONS
12. The Secretary of States approval of the Biructure Flan is without prejudice

to the copsideration of detailed proposals in lecal plans. Some objectiona to the
ftructure Plan related to proposals which have been deleted by way of modification
becguse they were too detailed to be considered at the structural level.

13. The Structure Plan shall become operetive on 26 Deceabsr 1980.

14, By wirtue of Section 20 of the 1971 Act, this notice of approval of the Structurs
Flan forme part of the Development Flan for the County of North Yorkshire.

15. It should be clearly understood that the Secretary of State's approval of the
Structure Flan does poi convey approval for other atatutory purposes. In particular,
it does not commit the Department of the Enviromment cor any other Government Depart—
ment to the payment of grant on any particular project or to the azount or timing

af any capitel expepditure progranme,
16, A list of the modifications which the Sesretary of State has made to the Flan
ig set out in the Appemdix to this letier for information.

I am 3ir
Your shedient Servant

J
Acting Hegional Director
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PREFALCE

I Thas paqe do pob farm pat of the approved) Plan|

The Morth Yorkshirg Structurs Pien was submitted 10 the Secretary of Siate for the Environment on 12 Oatober
1878 and approved by him, with modifications, on 26 Movember 1980, The Plan bocame operative on 26
Decemigr 1860

The Secrietary. ol Stale's dpproval relates to only. & lmited part of the sobmitted Plan, cansisting of ihe
paanneng context contained in Chapter 2 of this. document, ta list of modified policies torming Chapter 3,
and the modified Kisy Dingram,  The mssoned justifications supporting the poalicies submitted by the County
Council have bean aken inte Bccount by the Sacratary of State bul do not form part of the approved Plan,
Together with those remaining parts of the submited Wiitten Strement dealing wsth District and National
Park summirias, forecasts snd sssumptions; the Seibyy Coalfield: resolircd sppraisal ond monitosing thay may
e consulted in. or perchased from, the County Planning Deparment, Courty Hall, Marthedlerian

The County Councll &5 regqueed 1o publish the Norih Yorkshire Smoctum Plan 25 approved by the Secreary
ol Gtave and hes, theselors, prodoced this document.  As 8 mesult of the deleton of cortem ssbmithed
palices, the podicy numbaeis (n Chaprer 3 dm not conseeyfive. Sinde the Plan wes ubmitied thamn hive ales
bean a number ab atteretions 1o the Govormmeens’s natkonal and regsonal polkcas and o the posftion on adiscant
Siruciure Plans sat out in Chapter 2.
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POLICY ER
THE MORTH YORKSHIRE GREEMN BELTS WILL CONSIST OF ;

i ABAND FROM 1 TO 6 MILES WIDE ALONG THE COUNTY'S SOUTHERN
BOUNDARY. FROM THE BOUNDARY OF THE YORKSHIRE DALES NATIONAL FARK
TOWEST OF WETHERBY

il ASTRIP BETWEEN HARROGATE AND KNARESBOROUGH:
i} A BAND SOME 4 MILEE WIDE ALONG THE WESTERN BOUNDARY OF SELBY
DISTRICT. FROM WEST OF TADCASTER TO THE BOUNDARY WITH SOUTH
YORKSHIRE COUNTY.
THESE GREEN BELTE WILL BROADLY INCLUDE THOSE AREAS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED BY
THE SECRETARY OF STATE AS GREEN BELT (SOME ON AN INTERIM BASISI WITH THE ADDITION
OF A SMALL AREA SOUTH OF BALNE MOOR:

el A BELT WHOSE OUTER EDGE I8 ARGUT & MILES FROM YORK CITY CENTRE

POLICY EBa
IN DEFINING THE PRECESE BOUNDARIES OF THE GREEN BELT IN LOCAL PLANS ACCOUNT

WILL BE TAKEN OF -

fil THE NEED TD REGULATE THE SIZE AND SHAPE OF URBAN AREAS
IN ORDER TO PREVENT UNCONTROLLED GROWTH:

(il THE NEED TO PREVENT THE COALESCENCE OF EXISTING SETTLEMENTS!

Uil THE NEED TO PRESERVE AREAS OF OPEN LAND EXTENDING INTD THE
UABAN AREA FROM THE COUNTRYSIDE WHICH HAVE AN EXISTING OR
POTENTIAL RECREATIONAL OR AMENITY VALUE

livl  THE NEED TO PRESERVE EASY ACCESS TO OPEN COUNTRY
AND DUTDOOR RECREATION IN PLEASANT SURROUNDINGS.

POLICY E9
PLANNING PEAMISSION WITHIN GAEEN BELT AREAS WILL NORMALLY BE GRANTED ONLY FOR
THE ERECTION OF NEW BUILDINGS, OR FOR THE CHANGE OF USE OR REDEVELOPMENT OF
EXISTING BUILDINGS WHICH ARE NECESSARY IN CONNECTION WITH THE FOLLOWING
LAND USES -

i AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY.

i1 QUTDOOR SPOAT AND RECREATION.

fiil  CEMETERIES OR INSTITUTIONS STANDING IN EXTENSIVE GROUNDS: AND

fhvl  OTHER USES APPROPRIATE iN A RURAL AREA.
POLICY ET0
WITHIN THE GREEN BELTS, THE EXPANSION OF SETTLEMENTS. APART FROM MINOR INFILLING,
WILL NOT mﬂhlﬂt..l.'! BE PERMITTED UNLESS IT BATISFIES THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA, WHEN
POUCY E3 WILL NOT APPLY -~

il THE DEVELDPMENT PROPOSED IS OF AN APPROPRIATE S5CALE AND TYPE: AND
fHl THE PUBLIC UTILITIES Hﬂ"u'i- EUF‘HG_]H'I'I' SPAHRE CAPACITY; AND
Wil  &apDEQUATE SHOPS AND PRIMARY EDUCATION FACILITIES ARE AVAILABLE

POLICIES BTN snd ET2 oedered
POLICIES FOR THE YORK INSET AREA (VBT o YE221 [l

b ] POLICIES
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POLICLIES

Hl. Hooaing Land Allooations

15.  Industrial Land Allocatios

T2. Puiblic Trarsport Services

TT/T7a/T8. Foad Construction and Ioproeemes

Ti0. Cyeling

AS. Agricultural Service Indstries
RO/ML/EY. Carsvan, Chalet and Casping

Sites
E. Landscape Protection
ES. Gresn Bolts
ElC. Gremn Belt Inseta
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1. The Socth Yorkshire County Structure Flan was appeowed by the

since - The Coanty Oouncil has a statitory duty to keep
the mrovisions of the Structure Plan under review and the presans
national conceotrates o the introdstion of selective

policies. It is approgriate, therefore, some & ysars into the
plan period, that the Conty Concil should now sesk to {strodoers
a mmbter of alterstics to the Plan.

2. The proposed alterations reflect recent changes 1o the oational
and regional conter: for plaming. In gewral ters they have
rogard tos—

i) the call for the meleass of land for housing to be
Fﬂhnﬁmﬂmﬂmhhﬂhﬂlﬁq

ircheerryr

ii) the reed for developeent plans to reflect the priority
given to national econosic recowery in prowiding for the
release of land for indestrial developmest:

iiil) recers changes in maticral policy on rosds.

Since approal of the initial Plan in 1380, the Camty Oooncil

{1) A Sew Deal for Yorkshire and Bmberuide:
Strategy Review. Yorishire and Humberside County Councils’
Aascciation 1963.

YCYS0IE22
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The proposed first alterstions thos review and roll forwerd the
povisions of Folicies M1, 15, 77, T7a and T and sesk to clarify
or ta bring up to date the {mtentions of Folicies T2, TIO. AS,
Hno, ml, 2, B sl B0. The ogpporunity has alsc been talen to

tros! aress within wvhich et new carsmn, cemping and chalet
S lpEmets should be looated. Verious ssendesnts to the Ky
Disras havwe Desn (norsporsted, moatly s & creeperce of the
abveew olicy chanoss.

It ls eghasised that the proposmd chamges ralats anly to
selected policies in the Flan, the reminder of which contines

Flas ax! decisios on maor dewlopmnt proposals will fors a
TEIRE02E2/3
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copared, whare spplicshle, with the exiseting approusd statesant
of policy. Bach altemation or addition is scoompmeried by ao
sxplasatory meorands, shich gives the County Oamwcil’s reasors
for saking the policy altsmations or addition end maxh beciogrond
inforsetion as sees to be releesss and desirables in ocder to

stify the changes.

The Conty Comncil is required o place {ts propossls on depowis
and o seame alagoate publicity for the draft policy
alterations. The view of official cormultess, lorml sl
regional intarest groups and crganisatiors and individaels on the
mechents and adiitions to policy cutlined in this doorens are
therefore being sought, so that these sy be taken ineo acoount
by the Cooty Comnci] before for=al proposals for altemations &fe
sufeitted S the spproeal of the Secretary of Stars for the
Ervirorment.

CLE
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PRESENT POLICY

THE NORTH YORCEITEE GREFEN OFLTS WILL OOmSIST oF:

(3] A BWD FROM 1 10 % MILES WIDE ALONG THE COUNTY'S
SOUTHERN EOONDRRY, FROM THE BOUBIRARY OF TEE YOReoSHIRE
DALES sNTION. PASK TD WEST OF WETSRSY:

(LL) A STHIF EETWEEN HRRROGATE AND RORESHOSOUGH:

(1t} A BASD SOME 4 MILES WIDE ALONG THE MESTERS BOEDARY OF
SELEY DISTEICT, FROM WEST OF TADCASTER TO THE BOUBDRRY
WITH SXTE YOREHIRE OOETY.

THEET GEFFN EELTS WILL SFOADLY TNCLIDE THOSE ASEAS PREVIOUSLY
APPROVED BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE AS GREEN BT (SOME oo AN
INTESIM BASIS) WITH BE ADITION OF A SALL AREA SOUTH OF BALEF
MO

fiw) A BELT WOSE OUTER EDGE IS ABROUT & MILES FROM YORK CTTY
CENTRE.

THE NOETH YORKSHINE GRERN BIDTS WILL CINSIST OF:
(1) A D GEERMLY FROM 1 TD 5 MILES WIDE ALONG THE

(11)

YOS /4]
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1.

4.

pertaln in
and it is sppropriste, therwfore, tha: Gresn Belt policy should

:
§
|
v
?
|
v
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FROPOSED eSilMNT OF POLICY Ei0 - GEEN BELT INSFETS

(1) THE CEVELOPENT PROPOSED IS OF A AFFROPEIATY SCAIE ASD
TIFE: D

(11} THE POELIC UTILITIES FAVE SUFFICIENT SPARE OWPACTTY:
A

[i34) NEOGNTY SPs AD PRDEEY FICATION FPACILITIFS ARF

(1) THE DOVELOPENT PROFOSED [S OF AN APPRCPRIATE SCALE ARD
TYPE: MDD

(i) THE MELIC UTILITIES AASE SIFTICIENT SPARE CAPACTTY:
Al

[iid] ADNENTE SHOPS AD PRIMARY EUCATION PACILITIES ARE
AGALLARF

It conld be argued thas soorowed Policy E0 isplies thas
aignificwne of any eectlement locatsd within the Goesn
Beit will be acceptable provided that all Uowes critaria are
sxtisfied. This is not the ooxrTect interpretstion of the policy.
since axh exparmion wnld of coaxse e contrary to Green Belt

L.

Certain settlssents located within the Cresn Belts sy need o be
et i fied for growed in the context of the developmet stratecgy
mmbodisd in s loosl plas. e mrh sectlamerts are (Sentified,
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teris in Policy B0 and to other appmopciate

be treated as forsing ‘irsets’ to the Creen
scile of development to be persitted determined by

the o
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Departments of the Environment and Transport
Yorkshive and Humbersige Region
City Houss Leeds LS1 4JD

Tedaphona G533 438233 Exm 300

The Chief Executive and Clerk of the County Council CP. ITEIESBTH
Horth Torkshire County Council
County Hall YH/5069/324/25

NOETHALLERTON
Morth Yorkshire ' 14 January 1987
OLY BAR

Sirc

TOMN AND OOUNTEY FLANNIRG ACT 1971 (AS AMENDED)
NOETH YORKSHIRE COUNTY STRUCTURE FLAN
ALTERATION B0 1

]« I am directed by the Secrecary of Szace for the Environmment to say that, having
considered objections, Including objections to proposed medifications and represen—
tations and the panel's report of the examinaticn in public held ip October 1983, he
haa today approved the above-nsmed proposals for alteration with medifications. The

modified proposals for alterstlion aa approved are enclosed.

2. The Secretary of Scate has taken note of the explanstory semorandus submitted
by the Council giving reasons for the policies amd general proposals for the
development and other uses of land contalined In the proposals for alteration and
gtating the relatlonship of the proposals to general proposals for the development
and other use of land In neighbouring areas. The explanatery memorandum does not

form parc of the approved alteratiom.

3. In consldering the proposals Ffor alteration, the Secretary of 5Stace has had
regard In particular to the relationship of the policlies and general proposals to
nacionsl and established reglonal peolicies and the policles of nelghbouring planning
guthorities; to the reconcilintion of any conflicts between the individeal policies
and general proposals of the structure plan; and to the resolution of matters of

substantlal contravérsy.

To the extent that the Secretary of State conalders appropriaste, he has set out
below his reasons for approviag or modifying the policlies and general propossals

submicted by the Council.




HODIFPICATIONS
4. GENERAL
4.1 MODIFICATION: The Secretary of State has modifiad Alteracion Mo 1:
“Introduction te the Structure Plan and the National and
Reglonal Context™, by removing the references to the daletion of
the Introduction to the Structure Plan and of Figurss 1 and 2,
5.2 The Intreduction and Figures | and 2 of the fnitfal Structure Plan submitted in
October 1379 are not in fact part of the Plan as approved hy cthe Sscrectary of State
on 26 November 1980. Although the Panel found the Introduction and Figures | and 2
te be most helpful and recommended that, sultably smended, they be published in tha
altered Plan, the Secretary of State does not consider this appropriate. It ia,
however, for the County Council to decide whether they wish to inelude this material
in the explanatory memorandum for the Plan as altered.
5. LAND FOR ROUSING
51 MODIFICATION: The Secretary of Scate has modified Alteration No 2: Palley H.1,
by amending the provisfon for housing for both the county ss a
whole and for its districcte; by removing the words "up to” and
“wp to the followlng totals” {nderting instead “"asbout"; and by
amending the provision for the Grearer York Area.
5.2 1In the Alteration as submitted the County Council proposed that land should be
provided for 45,800 dwellings in the county for the periad 1981 to 1996. They
considered that this represented a rolling forward of the provision of the approved
Plan; that it had regerd to the need for conservation and the enviromment of rthe
county; and that it was in accordance with the strategy underlying the approved Plan
that the provision of housing should be determined on grounds of palicy rathar than
neceasarily following previows trends, Mevertheless the EIP Panel looked at
statistical trends and forecasts rtelevant to housing provisiom. There wWas no
general criticism at the EIF that the provision for howsing for the county az a
whole was inadequate for the perfod Intended, but representations were mada by the
House Builders Federation apd others that the proposed provision was too low In some
parta of the county. Yet others considered the intended provision to be too high in
some places. At the EIF, the Panel also considered evidence about the market demand
for housing; looked at the inter-relationship between North Yorkshire and neighbour—
ing wurbanised counties; consldered the provision for 2ach district In the county;
and re-oxamined the jostification for the identification of a Figure for the Greater
York Area.
5.3 Tha Panel found the continuation of the theme of the approved Plan, including a
radoction in the rate of howaebuilding, to be not unressomable in prineiple. They
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expreased concern, however, that the potential for {n-migration of people to Morth
Yorkshire was oot being slowed sufficiently espectally as evidence about 'headship
rates’, derived from the 1981 Census, indicated that householde would mot be formed
a8 quickly as anticipated, and that {o consequence fewer houses would be required
than estfmated when the Alteration wes submitted to the Secretary of State. The
County Council indicated that, as a resulr, there would be some 5,000 to 7,000 fewer
householde than expected, and thoy suggested at the EIP a revised range of [igures,
betwean 40,600 and 45 B00 dwellings, which still allowed a provision up to the total
in the Alteration as eubmitted. The Fanel considered that anm over—generous
provielon could resulc in Idnugt to the eaviromment and agriculture, and could
incresee the problems of nelighbouring districts of West Yorkshire by attracting
increased numbers of people from there to North Yorkshire and thereby hindering the
regeneration of urban areas within West Yorkshire, concerns expressed at the EIP,
5.4 As for market demand, the Panel considered that this could not be precisely
quantified, but they were impressed by evidence about the variety of housing markets
in Naorth Yorkshire, both by area and type of housing, and the relationship of demand
to employment . The Panel concluded that the only way of allawing for the
satisfaction of demand was o have regard to the casleculations of housing need and to
recent trends, but to allow for a measure of flexibiliry by taking account of the
opinions and information presented at the EIP, so that district planning suthorities
could ecater properly For the localised pattern of demand in their local plans.
However, the Panel considered that the quality of enviromment in the county
warranted restraint of unfettered market demand.

3«3 The Panel considered the provision for each district in the county and recom
mended that the total provision proposed for the period 1981 to 1996 should be
reduced by 3,800 dwellings to 42,000 which they regarded as providing sufficient
Flexibility and support for home owmership policies. Taking account of the
clrcumstances in each district, the Panal conaidered that the provision for Selby
Mserict ahould be reduced by B00 dwellings, for Harrogate and Ryedale Dstricta by
600 dwellingas each, for Cravem, Richmondshire and York Diatricta by 500 dwellings in
each cage, and For Hembleton Districc by 300 dwellings, but that the figure Ffor
Scarborough DMetrict should be unaltered. The Panal ales considered that some of
che provision for York District would have to be provided outaside its boundaries.
.6 The Secrecary of State recognises that while the provigion Ffor the county
recommended by the Pamel 1s below the 45,800 in the Alteratlion as submitted, it is
not &3 low as the reduction of aome 5,000 to 7,000 dwellings suggested by recent
information on 'headship rates'. He accepts that market demand cannot be precisely
quantified, end that such demands vary in differemt parts of the county. Be
consfders that there needs to be some Flexibility in the provision of land for

housing to take account of demand, but after Ffurther conaldering representaticonas
k|
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about hig proposed modificaticns, he agrees with the FPansl that inm the areas clogs
to West Yorkshire, the overall provision should not be of a scale which wight hinder
the regeneration of urban areas i{n that county. He takea the view that the aim of
regencrating urban areas in West Yorkshire 18 a eufficiently well estsblished
aobiective te justify it being taken Inte account as a principle, mmongst others,
relevant to the assessment of an appropriate level of housing provislon in HNorch
Yorkshire. He also agrees with the Panel that the quality of the enviromment 1in
North Yorkshire warrants some rvestraint of unfettered market demand for housing,
perticularly having regard to the guidance in paragraph 3 of DOE Circolar 15/B4
about the nead te accommodate necessary development 1in ways that protect mmenity,
and shout the Government commitment o conservation policies. Tm this respect he
notes that structure plan policies A 1, A3, E.1 and E.A {dentify particular areas
where protection, conservation and restraint are appropriate, and Ctogether have
affect over large parta of the county. He also notea that the theme of
envirommental conservation was an important part of the strategy of the approved
gtructure plan.

%.7 The Secretarv of State notes that the housing provision, in the Alteration as
gubmitted, for some parts of the county caused greater concern than for others. In
particular, the House Builders Pederation suggested an increase in provieion for the
Harrogate, Ryedale, Scarborough and Selby Districts, and other concern vas expreased
that tha provision for Scarborough Diastrict oshould be Iincreased. Howsver, In
balancing these reépresentations against the many othear releyant Factors drawm to his
attention by the Panel, the Secretary of Srate does not consider that increasing the
provision for these districts ta justified. Rather, he sccepta the Fanel's oplolom
that in the case of Harrogate, Ryedale and Selby Districts a reduction in the
propogsed provision would be appropriate.

5.8 Although rtepresentations have been made about the Secretary of State's
published intention to accept the provislon for housing in Scarborough District ans
proposed by the County Council, he considers that there s insufficlent reason Co
reduce the provision, which accords with that favoured at the EIP by both the County
and the District Council. Although it was disputed, the evidence presented at the
EIP about buoyvent demand in the District 1is, in the Secretary of State's view,
adequate resson for mccepting the County Ciuncil's eoriglsal propesal, in order to
provide for flexibillty in mesting housing demand.

5.9 Taking into account the implicatlions of the 'headship rate' data derived from
the 1981 Census the high quality of the enviromment in North Yorkshire, and the
obiective of urban regeneration in adjoining areas, the Secretary of State accepts
the Panel's conelusions that the total provisien of land for housing for the county
far the period 1981 to 1996 ghould he for 42,000 new dwellings and that the
provision for each district except Scarborough should be below that proposed In the

submitted Btructure Plan Alteratfon. He has modified policy M.l aceordingly. In
&
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hieg view che [lgures propoued by Che Panal take teasonable account of likely serket
demands For housing. He has considersd representations sbout his proposed modiflca
tions but takes the view that the satisfaction of such demands will be alded by his
removal of references to the words "up to” in the policy which might otherwlee allow
the figures to ‘be treated as maxima Ffor provision, and might fmply that & lower
provision would be sdmiseibls. He has, however, modified policy H.1 to provide for
gome Flexibility by Including instead the wsord “about”, Eaking account of the
Panel's preliminary view on the matter, éxpressed during the EIF, The Eecretary of
Etate has ales had regard to the contributiom to the housing market which might he
gxpected by gains through the converasion of dwellings, such gaine being additional
ta the provision 1in Policy H.l as modified. In making these modificacions he
expects the take up of housing land to be kept under review so that restrictlons
which might encourage unwanted migration of people away from the county may be
avaided .

5.10 Am for the Greater York Aresa, the Secretary of State has noted the support
given by the Panel and participants at the EIF to the prineiple of Including in the
Structure Plan a figure for housing provision In the area. Although references to
the “York Inset Area” were deleted when the exiasting Coumty Structure Flan was
approved, the Secretary of State considers that the current pattern of development
in the Tork area means that his normal preference that omly district-wide guidance
should be given could place an undue restriction on the propsr plemming of the
area, He has therefore accepted the Panel's conclusions that a figure for housing
proviasion for the Greater York Area should be included in policy H.l. The Secretary
aof Stata also accepts that some of the 3,200 dwelling provision for the York
Matrict may need to be found outside ite boundaries. He considers that any balance
of the 3,200 which cannot reasonably be met within the city should bhe provided
within the remainder of the Creater York Area 2 an addition co the provisions set
out for the relevant DMetricts in policy H.l.

5,11 The Secretary of State has noted the Panel's suggestion that the boundaries of
the Creater York Arsa should be outside the York green belt area but, having regard
to the document “Policies for Housing and Industrial Land in the Greater York Area”
sn which the County Cooneil had based their proposed provision, and te which the
Panel referred, he considers that the outer boundary of the Greater York Area should
be berween about 5 and 7 miles from the city centre, the precise boundary being a
consideration for local planning. As a result, he hss accepted the housing
provision of 9,100 ss recommended by the Penel, compared with 10,100 in policy H.l
of the Alteration as submitted,

5. 1?2 The Secretary of State has also modified the proposmals so that, for clarity,
the districts contributing to the provision for the Greater York Area are named in

policy H.1.
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B LARD FOH INDOSTRY
6.1 MODIFICATION: The Secratary of State has modified Alterarion Ho 3: Policy 1.5,
by amending the provision of land For industry For the various
districte in the county; by inserting a toral for the County; by
mending the provision for the Greater York Area; by Femoving
the words “up to the following totals” inserting Inetesd
“about”; and by deleting the requirement Ffor one third of the
land  supply to he wmaintained for immediste development
reinatating instead the land supply requirement of the Approved
police,
b.2 In the Alteration as submitted, the County Council proposed a significant
fncrease in the previslon of Industrial land when compared with that of the Approved
Structure Plan. They argued that factors such as changes in workplace and the
density at which land was developed provided justification for their revigsed
figuresa. Although the North Yorkshire District Counclle asupported the proposed
provisleon, representatlons were made by others that it was too high, especlally in
Harrogate, and that the County Couneil had used vnrealistic asaumprions in thelr
caleulations, repulting in an over-genercus provision of land. Some West Yorkshire
authorities congidered chat the provizion would hinder the regeneration of their
aAreas .
.1 The Fanel comclided that the provision was over—genarcoh , partly becausa it
wag not supported by evidence of demamd, and did not take account of the re-ocse of
industrial land vacated by firms relocating. They took inte account other factors,
but were malnly concerned that the reviged asswmption that omne hectare of land was
required for 34 jobs instead of the 50 jobe used as the basis for caleulatlon in the
original Structure Plan had not been conclusively substantiated. Although they did
not find real substantiation for the fears of the West Yorkahire aunthorities, they
did congider that an over-generous supply of land in Worth Yorkehire would nmot help
in the regeneration of old established areas in Weast Yorkshire. They were alaso
concerned that the provision of too much land for Induatry might encourage excessive
inward migration of people to North Yorkehire. The Panel considered that an
aggmmpiion that one hectare of land would saciafy 43 jobs was a more appropriate
basis for caleulating land provisfion because {t waa the Ffigure indicated by the
County Council as likely to be achieved as development matured through the period up
to 1%%6: They accordingly recommended revised figures, reducing the provision for
the County from the 491 hectares proposed by the County Council to 410 hectares,
including reductions of between ) hectares and 18 hectares ln the various districta
of the County. They also considered that the new regulrement In policy 1.5 Ffor a
one third supply of land to be available in each District at any ooe time was

unnecessary and ecould lead to the blight of land,

il




B As he has made clear in DOE Circulars 16/84 and 14/85 the Secretary of State
is concerned to ensure that unnecessary obstacles are not placed in the way of
industrial development, and that sufficient land is wmade svailable For industrial
use. He 18 also concerned that Full use should be made of potmmtial sites In the
inner cities, so that unnecesssry expansion of development into the countryside can
be reduced, and that sotside bullt-up areas the releage of new land ehould ba
consistent with policiss for the protection of agricultural 1land and other
establishad planning polici{ea. He has noted the Panel's opinfons about the quality
of the. enviroament fn Worth Yorkehire. While he considers that land should be
available to satlefy the ressonmble job requirmments of the county, he shares the
particular concern of the Fanel about the way in which the industrial land provision
has been calculated in the Alteration as sobmitted, and he gccepta the basias of the
Fanel's recalculation and has modified policy 1.5 to incorpsrate the recommended
revised figures. In hils view, policy L.5 as modified will make adequate provision
for Industry without creating ondoe envirommentsl problems, and without eresting
annecessary competition with nearby urban areas outside the county. The SecTetary
of Gtate also congldera that the reduced figures will more closely accord with the
County Council's wish to reduce inward migration of people to the county. He does
not, however, consider that the Ffigures should be treated as maxima, with the
implication that lesser provision might be acceptable, and he has therefore deleted
the words “up Eo" but has Included instead the word “about™, to allow for some
flexibility. He agrees that the requirement for one third of the land to be
available In each District at any time [& unnecessary, taking account of the absesce
of evidence of difficulties in the supply of land, and has removed this reguiremsnt
from policy 1.5 of the Alteration as submitted, in favour of the less specific |
requirement for land avallability in the previously approved policy. In hia view ;
this allows greater flexibilicty in amesessing appropriate levels of supply in
different parteé of the county, and has regard to the priorities in approved policy
1.3 including the needs of the less accessible rural areas #hich he does not wish to
gan neglected .

6.5 In making these modifications, the Secretary of State nevertheless wighes
the provision of induetrial land to be kept under regular review by the County
Council so that Industrial regeneration is not unnecessarily hinderad. |
6.6 The Secretary of State has accepted the inclusion in the Plan of a figure for
housing provieion for the 'Greater York Area'. He gimilarly accepts the inclusion
of 8 flgure for industrial land provisiom in that area, for the reagons zef oot In
paragraph 3.10 above. He considers that the provision for the Graater York Area
ghould be 87 hectares a5 Tecommended by the Panel and that the area should be as
described in paragraph 5.11. Be has also modified the policy for clarity, to
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identify the districts wholly or partly imeluded in the area; in doing so, howver,
he comaiders that tha contribution o the {ndostrial land provislion for the GCreates
York Area to be made by Hambleton Dietrict ie likely to ba wvery a=mall. The
Jecretary of S5tate has alao moted the Panel's eriticism that some of the provision
for York District is unlikely to be met from within that discricc. He has modilied
the Plan to provide for 26 hectares for York District but he accepts chat some of
this provision may need to be found outslde the distcict boundaries. He considers
that any balance of the 26 hectarea which cannot be reasonably met within the city
should be provided In the remainder of the Greater Yotk ares as an addition to the
provielons set out for the relevant DMstricts In policy I.5
7.  TRANSPORT
7.1 MODIFICATION: The Secretary of S5tate has modified Alteration Mo 6: Policy T.7a,
by bringing up-to—date the list of trunk road schemes included.
7.2 This follows consultetions with Department of Transport and the publication of
the White Paper "Policy for Roads Iin Epgland [983" (Cmnd 9059) and the report
"Hationsl Eoads England 1985%, neither of which was taken fully into account fn the
aubmitted Alteration of poalicy T.7a.
7.3 MODIFPICATION: The Secretary of State has modified Alteration Wo 7: Policy T.B
by removing the reference to a Glusburn Bypasa (ABDGB).
7.4 Although one objection to the faclusion of the Glusburn Bypasa in policy T.B
wig withdrawn , the Fanel concluded that uncertainties about the need and prioricy
for the bypass made {t premsture to assess the justification for the scheme and they
recommended ita deletion.
Ta3 The Secretary of State accepte the Panel's recommendacion, having had
particular regard to the representations made about the Insdequacies of traffic data
and to the apparent uncertainty of intention oo the part of the County Council about
pther toad schemes along the ASDSE route, He has therefore deletsd the Glusborn
Bypasa from policy T.B
8. AGRICULTURE
B.1 HMODPIFICATION: The Secratary of State has modified Alteration No 9, Policy A.S5

to elarlfy the application of the term "small ecale”™, and to
replace the reference to the cost of publie utility services
with a proviso that the planning authority are satisfied chat
the necessary works are or will be provided.
B.2 Pollowling advice from the Ministry of Agriculture, Flgheries and Food, the
Secretary of State conalders it wunlikely that Incensive livestock units would be
viable 1F they are constrained by the inclusion In policy A.5 of the words “small
geale”. He has therefore modifled the wording te clarify that the definitfon “mmall
pcale” relates Eo agricultural service industries and not to intensive Llivestock

uniEa.
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.3 As for the reference to the cost of public utilicy services, the Sscretary of
Srate has taken the view that the test of vhether a proposal or planning applicarion
ghould ba approved, ia relation to the provision of infrastruocture, 1a whether the
infraserocture 15 avallable or likely to become avallable, rather than be determined
by a subjective measure of sost. He has therafore modified policy A:5 accordingly.
a9, CARAVANS AND CAMZING
9.1 MODIFICATION: The Sseretary of State has modified Alteration Ko 1l: Poliey
.11 by eclarifying the criteria for the locarion of Couring
caravans and tent witea.
9,7 The Secretary of State has generslly accepted cevised wording suggested by the
County Caunsil and Scarborough Borough Council in respect of the objection by the
latter that poliey R.1l1 in the Alteration as submltted might be capable of
sisinterprecarion hoecause the wording does not make it clear that criteria ather
than agricultural land quality are applicable to an assessment of propesalas faor
dovelopment. He has therefors modified the second sentence of poliey R.1l to make
it clear that the cricteria in polfcy R.10 also apply to proposals for Couring
cnravans snd tent siteas, but that exceptions may be made in respect of grades 1, 1
or 3{a) agricultural land or valley bottom land in upland areas,
10. GREEN BELTS
10,1 MODIFICATION: The Secretary of State has deleted Alteration No 13: Polley
E.8 = "Graen Belts", thus reverting to the terms of the existing
approved policy.
10.2 Although there have been a number of expresalons of support for the County
Cowncil's proposed alteration to polfcy E.8 it was suggested aC the EIP that,
following DOE Cireular 14/84, exceptional circumatances were necessary to Justify an
expanaien of the green belt towards the southern and western boundaries of
Harrogate, and that such expansion might unduly incresss pressure for development
slsewhers, particularly in the north-east Harrogate area. The Panel concluded that
the development needs of the area would be better considered without the imposition
of gresn belt, that local circumstances did not justify the proposed Alteration, and
that thers were no exceptional circumstsnces to warrant a change in the Sscretary of
Srate's previous decisfon not to extend green belt in the Harrogate area.
10.3 In the Secretary of State's oplnion, the objections to his proposed
modiFications did not raise new 1ssues wnd he accepts the conclusions and
recommendations of the Panel and has accordingly deleted the Alteration to palicy
E.E. He notes, however, that the Panel considered as "important' the land which
kesps Harrogate apart from the village of Pannal, and their suggestion that some of
the area mouth and west of Harrogate was worthy of protection in a local plan
because of ite landscape value.
10.4 In reapect of Alteration o 14: Pelley E.10, the Eecretary nf State agrtees

with the Panmel that the Alteration clarifies the original policy relating to the
v
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expansion of settlements within the green belt. He considers that the requirement
for the establishment of & “need” For the expansion of & sattlement will strengthen
green belt control rather than weaken it ms fesred by some objectors. He has
noted the concern expressed in several representations from people living on the
north-east side of Harrogate nbout detailed developseént matters and preclse green
belt houndaries in their area but considers these to be inappropriate matters for
hm to resolve in the context of the Alteration to the Structure Plan. He haa
therefore spproved Policy E.10 as proposed to be altered by the County Council.
11. EKEY DIAGRAM
11.1 MODIFICATION: The Secretary of State has modifled the ¥ay Diagram, Alteration
No 15, as a consequence of his modificetions concerning the
Department of Tramsport Road Schemes (Policy T.7a), and Green
Belte (Folicy E.8).
11.2 The Secrestary of State has decided that the Key Disgram should reflect the
ap~to~date programme of DTp trunk road schemes by including those mchemes added to
the prograsme; and that the boundary of green belt in the Harrogate area shall not
be extended as proposed by the County Council.
COMMENT
12.1 As for the Panel's recommendstions that 2 local plan be prepared by the County
Council for the Greater York Areas, and that local plans In the county should be
preparad as soon a8 possible, the Secretary of State takes the view that these are
matters for consideration jointly by the County and District Councils.
12.2 As a conseguence of the Secretary of State’'s decisions, paragraphs 6.1-6.6 and
7.5 of the Notice of Approval of the Nerth Yorkshire County Structure Flanm, issued
on 26 Movember 1980, have been superseded and are no longer relevant.
13, ‘The Secretary of State's approval of the proposals for aslteration is withaout
prejudice ro the consideration of detailed proposals in local plans. Some of the
ohijections to the proposals straddled the levels of structure and local plams. AIL
objections have been looked at to see whether they are relévant to the sEructural
level. On scme of them, the Secretary of State has formed no view of their planning
merits because they were matters mors appropriately considered st the local planning
level .
14, The alterations to the structure plan shall become operative on 4 Febtuary
1987,
15. By virtoe of section 10 of the 1971 Act, this notice of approval of the
proposal for alterations to the structuré plan fomms part of the development plan
for the county of Morth Yorkshire.
16, It should be clearly understood that the Secretary of State's approval of the
propesals for alteration does not convey approval for other statutory purposas. In
particular, it does not commit the Department of the Eoviromment or any other
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PREFACE

i This page does not form part of the approved Plan)

The North Yorkshire County Structure Plan was submitled ta the Secretary of State for the
Ervironment on 12th Detober 1879 and approved with modifications on #6th November
1880, Tha Plan became aperative on 26th December 1280

In Jarary 1885, In pursoancs of itg statutory duty 1o keep the provisions of the Structure Plan
under review, the County Council submitted Structure Plan Alteration No, 1 for approval by
the Secretary of State for the Environmeant. The Alerstion reviewed and rolled forward 1o
1598 the provisions of approved Policies H1, IS, T7, T7a and T8 and clarified or brought up fo
date the intentions of several other approved policies,

The Secretary of State approved Altération Na. 1, with modifications, on 14th Jansary 1987
andthe altared Plan became operative ondth February 1987, All other policies have remained
ir the form in shich they were approved in November 1380,

Tha Merth Yorkshire County Council is reguired to publish tha County Structure Plan as
approved by the Secretary of State and has, therefore, produced this document which
replaces the dotument publshed o March 1987, As & result of the deletion of certain
gubmitted policies by the Secretary of State, the policy numbers in the approved Plan are ot
CoRseGUlive
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(1l RECREATIONAL CPEORTUNITIES: SITES SHOULD BE LOCATEDIN AREAS WITH
LOCAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR INFORMAL COUNTRYSIDE RECREATION, BUT
SHOULD NOT THEMSELVES BECOME DETRIMENTAL TD THOSE ATTRACTIONS;

fify SEAVICES: SITES SHOULDNORMALLY BE ACCESSIBLE TO EXISTING LOCAL
SERVICES AND PFUBLICUTILITIES, BUT SHOULDNOT ADVERSELY AFFECT THEM;

(il AMENITY: THE OVERALL LEVEL OF DEVELOPMENT IN ANY ONE AREA SHOULD
NOTDETRALCT FROM THE AMENITY PRESENTLY ENJOYED BY LOCAL RESIDENTS;

fivl ACCESS: SITES ACCOMMODATING CARAVANS SHOULD HAVE GOODACCESSTO
THE MAJOR ROAD NETWORK DEFINED IN POLICY TT;

Wl SITE UTILISATION: WHERE UTILISATION DFEXISTING SITES IS LOW, THERE WILL
BE A PRESUMPTION AGAINST FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS; AND

[wi) SPECIAL AREAS: PROPOSALS WILL BE RESISTED WHERE THEY WOULD
ADVERSELY AFFECT AREAS OF NATURE CONSERVATION OR ARCHAECLOGICAL
SIGMIFICAMNCE.

POLICY R11

SUBJECT TD THE CRITERIA [N POLICY R10, THERE WILL BE A PRESUMPTION IN FAVOUR OF
TOURING CARAVANS AND TENTS RATHER THAN STATIC CARAVANS. PROFOSALS FOR THE
DEVELOPMENT OF TOURING CARAVANS AND TENT SITES WILL NORMALLY BE PERMITTED
WHERE THEY ARE IN ACCORDANCE WITH POLICY R.10 EXCEPT WHERE THEY ARE LOCATED ON
GRADES 1, 2 OF 3 {a) AGRICULTURAL LAND OR ON THE VALLEY BOTTOM LAND IN UFLAND
AREAS.

PREFERENCE WILL BE GIVEN TO THE DEVELOPMENT QOF HOLIDAY CHALET SITES RATHER THAN
STATIC CARAVAN SITES. THE CONVERSION OF STATIC CARAVAN SITES TO CHALET SITES WILL
NORMALLY BE PERMITTED.

ENVIRONMENT

POLICY ET
PRIDAITY WILL BE GIVEN TO THE CONSERVATION OF THE LANDSCAPES AND GENERAL

AMENITY OF THE FOLLOWING AREAS:-

THE NORTHYORKE MOORS NATIONAL PARK!

THE YORKSHIRE DALES NATIONAL PARK;

THE FOREST OF BOWLAND AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEALITY;
THE NIDOERDALE MOORS,

THE HOWARDIAMN HILLS;

THE NOATH YORKSHIRE AND CLEVELAND HERITAGE COAST, AND

THE FLAMBOROUGH HEAD HERITAGE COAST.
WITHIN THESE AREAS:-

{il THERE WILL BE A PRESUMPTION AGAINST NEW DEVELOPMENT ORMAJDR
EXTENSIONS TOEXISTING DEVELOPMENT EXCEPTWHEREIT CAN BE SHOWNTO
BEMNECESSARY IN THAT LOCATION.

{iil WHEMNDEVELOPMENT IS PEAMITTED, HIGH STANDARDS OF DESIGMN WILL BE
REQUIRED, USING APPROPRIATE MATERIALS AND PAYING DUE REGARD TQITS
SETTING.

(ifll  MEASURESWILL BE TAKEN TOFPROTECT AND ENHANCE THE LANDSCAPE,
INMPORTANT BUILDINGS ANDOTHER HERITAGE FEATURES,

POLICIHES a
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POLICIES EZ and E2 deleted

POLICY E4
BUILDINGS AND AREAS OF SPECIAL TOWNSCAPE, ARCHITECTURAL OR HISTORIC INTEREST
WILL BE AFFORDED THE STRICTEST PROTECTION.

POLICY ES
DEVELOPMENT PRCPOSALS WHICH COULD RESULT IN DAMAGE TO, OR THE DESTRUCTION OF,
SITES OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL IMPORTAMNCE WILL NORMALLY BE REFLISED.

POLICY E6

DEVELOPMENT WILL NORMALLY MOT BE PERMITTED WITHIN NATIONAL NATURE RESERVES,
LOCAL NATURE RESERVES AND SITES OF SPECIAL SCIENTIFIC INTEREST OR IN ADJOINING
LOCATIONS WHERE DEVELOPMENT WOULD HAVE AN ADVERSE EFFECT OMN SUCH SITES.

SPECIAL CONSIDERATION WILL BE GIWEN TO OTHER NOTIFIED SITES OF NATURE
I CONSERVATION SIGNIFICANCE AND WILDLIFE HABITATS IN EXAMINING PROPOSALS FOR
| DEVELOPMENT.

POLICY E7

DEVELOPMENT WHICH WOLILD GIVE RISE TO SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASED LEVELS OF NOISE,
WATER OR AIR POLLUTION OR WOULD BE HAZARDOUS AND SIGNIFICANTLY INCAEASE THE
RISKS TO MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WILL NORMALLY NOT BE PERMITTED, BUT THE
EXFPANSION OF EXISTING INDUSTRY OR DEVELOPMENT ESSENTIAL TO AGRICULTURE,
| MINERAL EXTRACTION AND PROCESSING OR QTHER ESTABLISHED INDUSTRIES IN NORTH
| YORKSHIRE MAY BE ALLOWED

I POLICY E8
' THE NORTH YORKSHIRE GREEN BELTS WILL CONSIST OF:

iy ABANDFROM1TO5MILES WIDE ALONG THE COUNTY'S SOUTHERN
BOUNDARY, FROM THE BOUMNDARY OF THE YORKSHIRE DALES NATIOMAL FARK
TOWEST OFWETHERBY;

(i} ASTRIPBETWEEN HARROGATE AND KNARESBORDUGH;

fiiil ABANDSOME4 MILES WIDE ALONG THEWESTERN BOUNDARY OF SELBY
DISTRICT, FROMWEST OF TADCASTER TO THE BOUNDARY WITH SOUTH
YORKSHIRE COUNTY.

THESE GREEN BELTS WILL BROADLY INCLUDE THOSE AREAS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED BY THE
SECRETARY OF STATE AS GREEN BELT {SOME ON AN INTERIM BASIS) WITH THE ADDITHON OF
ASMALL AREA SOUTH OF BALNE MCOR:

(w] ABELTWHOSE OUTER EDGE IS ABOUT BMILES FROM YORK CITY CENTRE.

POLICY EBa
IM DEFINING THE PRECISE BOUMNDARIES OF THE GAEEN BELT IN LOCAL PLANS, ACCOUNT WILL

BE TAKEN OF:

il THE NEED TO REGULATE THE 5IZE AN D' SHAPE OF URBAMN AREAS IN ORDER TO
PREVEMT UNCOMTROLLED GROWTH:

{iil THE NEED TOPREVENT THE COALESCENCE OFEXISTING SETTLEMENTS;
{iil} THE NEED TOPRESERVE AREAS OF OPEN LAND EXTENDING INTO THE URBAN
AAEA FROM THE COUNTRYSIDE WHICH HAVE AN EXISTING ORPOTENTIAL
RECREATIONAL OR AMENITY VALUE;

{iv) THE NEED TOPRESERVE EASY ACCESS TO OPEN COUNTRY ANDOUTDOOR
RECREATION IN PLEASANT SURROLINDINGS

EL] POLICIES
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POLICY ED
PLANMNING PERMISSION WITHIN GREEMN BELT AREAS WILL NORMALLY BE GRANTED ONLY FOR
THE ERECTION OF NEW BLILDIMGS, OR THE THE CHANGE DF USE OR AEDEVELOPMENT OF
EXISTING BUILDINGS WHICH ARE RECESSARY IN COMNECTION WITH THE FOLLOWING LAND
USES:.
(i AGRICULTURE ANDFORESTRY;
[[i] OUTDOORSPORT ANDRECREATIOMN:
(il CEMETERIES ORINSTITUTICNS STANDING INEXTENSIVE GROUMNDS; AND
{iv) OTHER USESAPPROFPRIATE IN A RLHAAL AREA
POLICY E10
THE EXPANSION OF SETTLEMENTS WITHIN THE GREEN BELTS, APART FROM MINORINFILLING,
WILL NOT MORMALLY BE PERMITTED. WHERE A MEED FOR EXPANSION CAM BE ESTABLISHED,
THE SETTLEMENT WILL BE EXCLUDED FROM THE GHEEN BELT AND THE PRECISE BOUMNDARY
OF THE EXTEMDOED SETTLEMENT DEFINED IN A LOCAL PLAN YWHEN THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA
WILL MEED TO BE SATISFED:-
{i' THEDEVELOPMEMTPROPOSED IS OF AN APPROPRIATE SCALE AND TYPE; AND
{lil THE PUBLIC UTILITIES HAVE SUFFICIENT SPARE CAPACITY; AND
(i} ADEQUATE SHOPS AND PRIMARY EDUCATION FACILITIES ARE AVAILABLE.
POLICIES ET17 and ET1.2 delefed

POLICIES FOR THE YORK INSET AREA (YP1 to YP22] deleted
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REQUIRED, USING APPROPRIATE MATERIALS AND PAYING DUE REGARD 70 ITS
BETTING. . ;

&) HEAHUHEEWLLHETHHTDWMWMW
IMPORTANT BLILDINGS AND OTHER HERITAGE FEATURES.

POLICY E2

WIHTEWWWEME“{EMWMLFM AREAS OF
OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY, AREAS OF HERITAGE COAST AND GREEN BELTS WILL
NORMALLY BE PERMITTED ONLY WHERE IT RELATES TO:-

] Msmmmuﬁmummmmmmmﬂﬁm
OPERATIONAL REASONS; AND

0] SMALL SCALE PROPOSALS FOR INDMIDUAL SITES OR FOR THE REUSE DR
ADAPTATION OF EXISTING-AURAL BUILDINGS TO SECURE EMPLOYMENT USES
mﬂmmwm‘emm

AMD PROVIDED IT WOULD MOT HARM Tbﬁnmmmuﬂm G ENERAL
AMENITY OR NATURE CONSERVATION INTERESTS OF THE SURRDUNDING AREA.

FOLICY E3 deleted

mmcmhmm-mmqjm Prinsed August 1796
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BUILDINGS AND AREAS OF SPECIAL TOWNSCAPE. mn‘rm;m;.nn rmhn:mﬂﬁrm
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DEVELOPMENT WILLNORMALLY. NOT BE PERMITTED WITHIN NATIONAL NATURE PESERVES,
MMMHMMMGFEFMMIHTMT OR N ADMDINING
LOGATIONS "WHERE DEVELOPMENT WOULD MAVE AN ADVERSE EFFECT ON SUCH SITES.
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DEVELOPMENT WHICH WOULD GIVE RISE TO SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASED LEVELS OF NOISE,
WATER OR AIR POLLUTION DR WOULD BE HAZARDOUS AND SIGMNIFICANTLY INCREASE THE
AISKS TO MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WILL NORMALLY NOT BE PERMITTED, BUT THE EXPANEION
OF EXISTING INDUSTRY OF DEVELOPMENT ESSENTIAL TO AGRICULTURE. MINERAL EXTRACTION
AND ancmm OR OTHER EETAHJEI-E! INDUSTRIEE IN NORTH YORKSHIRE MAY BE

’ Il.l.ﬂ. '_ H_ _El:l- ': qu"r i

THE "":"T"f“- ynmnmm BELTS WILL CONSIST OF:
n #:A BAND FROM 1 TO § MILES WIDE ALONG THE COUNTY'S SOUTHERN
--HZ'ILIH'I.'I.IH"I’ FMMTFEWGFTPEWHHEH&EEMTWFMH
Tﬂ'WEETCIFWEl'W

:-.p'q" % STRIP BETWEEN HARROGATE AND KNARESBOROUGH:
i

- fii}) o A BAND SOME 4 MILES WIDE ALONG THE WESTERN BOUNDARY OF SELBY
. DISTAICT, FROM WEST OF TADCASTER TO THE BOUNDARY WITH SOUTH
. ;, YORKSHIRE COUNTY.

Eﬂﬂmmmmumvmzmmmmmmﬂwmmmmﬁ
SECRETARY OF STATE AS GREEN BELT {SOME ON AN INTERIM BASIS) WITH THE ADDITION OF
AH.IHLHIEAEEI.I‘TH OF BALNE MOOR:

Rl



POLICIES

POLICY Eta

&gﬁﬂﬂgfbﬁmﬁfmwﬂﬁmmTﬂmm.mmm
AHEM OF =

M THEEEEJTHHEEMTEHEHZEAHDEWEWLMHAHE&EIHDE:ETD
PREVENT UNCONTROLLED GROWTH;

fiy THE NEED TO PREVENT THE COALESCENCE OF EXISTING SETTLEMENTS:
(i THE NEED TO PRESERVE AREAS OF OPEN LAND EXTENDING INTO THE URBAN
AREA FROM THE COUNTRYSIDE WHICH HAVE AN EXISTING OR POTENTIAL

¥  THE NEED TO PRESERVE EASY ACCESS TO OPEN COUNTRY AND DUTDOOR
RECAEATION IN PLEASANT SURRCUNDINGS.
POLICY E9
PLANNING PERMISSION WITHIN GREEN BELT AREAS WILL NOAMALLY BE GRANTED ONLY FOR
THE ERECTION OF NEW BUILDINGS, OR FOR THE CHANGE OF USE OR REDEVELOPMENT OF

EXISTING mmmwmmﬂmmmmm
USEE:-

] AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY:

] OUTDOOR SPOAT AND RECREATION;

il CEMETERIES OR INSTITUTIONS STANDING IN EXTENSIVE GROUNDS: AND
fv)  OTHER USES APPROPRIATE IN A RURAL AREA,

POLICY E10

THE EXPANSION OF SETTLEMENTS WITHIN THE GREEM BELTS, APART FROM MINOR INFILLING,
WILL NOT NORMALLY BE PERMITTED. WHERE A NEED FOR EXPANSION CAN BE ESTABLISHED,
THE SETTLEMENT WILL BE EXCLUDED FROM THE GREEN BELT AND THE PRECISE BOUNDARY
OF THE EXTENDED SETTLEMENT DEFINED IN A LOCAL PLAN WHEN THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA
WILL NEED TO BE SATISFIED:-

i  THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED IS OF AN APPROFRIATE SCALE AND TYPE: AND
i)  THE PUBLIC UTILITIES HAVE SUFFICIENT SPARE CAPACITY: AND
fii)  ADEQUATE SHOPS AND PRIMARY EDUCATION FACILITIES ARE AVAILABLE.

POLICIES EII AND BI2 delited
POLICTES FOR THE YORK INSET AREA (YP] TO ¥P22) deleted

Nerth Yorkshire Cowniy Structure Plan - Adopted October [995. Printed August 199%.
(4]

31



ANNEXE II ix

REGIONAL PLANNING GUIDANCE 2001
RPG12- YOKSHIRE & THE HUMBER

EXTRACTS AND KEY DIGRAM



OOVERNMENT (OFFICE
FOR YORKSHIRE AND THE HUMBER

Regional Planning Guidance

for Yorkshire and the Humber (RPGlz)

JIp

_' S TRAANSPORT Detober 2001
i LOCAL BOVERNMENT
QEGIGNE Londen: The Siationary Office

333




CONTENTS

introduction
z Aegional Context
vision, Objectives and Strategy for Delivering a More Sustainable Region

- Regional Spatial Strategy

[

The Economy

Housing

Transport

Social Infrastructure

= Bullt and Natural Environment

1 Resource Management

LA Monitoring, Implementation & Review
Glossary

MAPS (at back of document):

European Context

z Mational Context

Lik

Strategic Planning Areas
- Transport Infrastructure

Congestion on the Strategic Highway Network and Schemes in the Targeted
Programmea of Improvements

g Environmental Designations

7 Countryside Character and Natural Areas

8 Likelihood of Best and Most Versatile Agriculture Land
8 Flood Risk Areas

10 Key Diagram

™
106
114
124
137

145

3




-~ bl development objectives,
.= 1 local services, and which
-+ 1n the area by a range of
-wenire Forward and the
... = market towns initiative is a

-=¢ the strategic pattern of
2.4 take place in the region.
~ ot zimies should seek to idenrify all
o copment within urban areas,
cl-developed Tand which is
——enr e does aot need to be
“uch as biodiversity, amenity,
e rownscape value of to
- suftictent land cannot be
. urban areas, well-planned
<~ uld be considered next.

-« _rainable forms of development
2z above manner thae the third
. meiiéred Les ae nodes along public
- =uch comidors could vary
s2img moclocal elrcumataices, bur
“oreniEries would bes-

= run from within 2 main urban

: =¢ a public transport route with
-~ r the potential o develop new
== ziliries, parcigularly rail-based,

v= will arcract a significant
* e mips generared

- seady allocared sires ar pocessible
' . aevelopmént could be
_ozza without generating local raffic
=ading to ribbon development,
. 2gh qualiny lsndscape or

. the tundamencal abjectives of the
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4 5 the case should be the subjece of

g

¢ o Yorlslvire and the Humber (BRGLE)

Regonal Sparial Soavegy

joint studies. Guidance relevant to such studies can
be found in Chapter 3 saction 2 of “Planning fr
Susrainable Development: Towards Berrer Pracrice™
(DETH 1928},

4.12  Policy P'1 recognises thar, aithough most
development shauld be focussed an che main urban
areas, there will also be o need for developmene fn
smatier towns and rmral areas. Ag with the matn
urbin areas, opportunities should be identified m
marker and coaffield rowns, bur also in smaller
settlements where appropriate in the context of
Palicy F1.

4.13  The final part of Policy Pl supplements the
general approach o defindng stratepic patterns of
development in urban and rural greas by identifying
three regiomally sianificane locations: Dearne Valley
Development £one; Humber Trade Zone; and West
Yorkshire/Barnsley area. Details of the implications
far these locations are included i the sub-regional
sections at the end of this chaprer.

GREEN BELTS

4.14 The general exrent of rthe Green Belts in the
region s shown on the Key Diagram, [n peneral the
Cireen Beles in the region have helped mo achieve
the aims ser our in parageaph 15 of PPGE, alchough
in themselves they have not been fully able 1o
prevent the dispersion of development and actovicy
described in Chapter 2,

Policy P2
Crreen Baelts

a) The Green Belts in North, South and West
Yorkshire have a valuable vole in supborting
evhan renaissance and concentration, os
well as conserving countryside, and thefr
geneval extent should not be changed.

b) More localised review of Green Bele
boundearies may be neceszary in some places
through development plan reviews, but only
if justified by exceptional local
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circumstances. Any such review should
dearly demonstrate, having regard to the
regional spatial strategy and ather relevomt
RPG policles that release of land:-

i is necessary to meet the wider principles of
i sustainable development in comparison with
ather available options

il is justified by reference to the capacity of the

existing urban area, and the need to enable

development to proceed to achieve economic
regeneration oF to maintain o buayant
eeonamy o o meet howsing reguirements

iii) does not materially harm the fundamental
\ aim of national Green Belt policy in the
area concerned.

¢} Localised reviews should also consider
|. whether exeptional cirammstances ¢xist 1o
inchide additional lond as Green Belt.

415 The implementation of the regional sparial
sratery should not require any change @ the
peneral extent of Green Belt for the foreseenble
durore. However there mav be 2 more specific and
localised need to reconsider the extent of Green
Belr to meet identifiable development needs for
which urban locations are not available and for
which alternative sites would be significantly less
sustainable. In accordance with Policy PL, any such
changes ought 1o he considered first on the edge of
the urhan areas and should only be proposed in
development plan reviews following rhe cornpletion
of urban capacity studies and consideration of
srrategic options, where appropriaie in copsulation
with adjoining local planning authorities. Any
praposal to alter an established Green Belt
boundary should be related to a longer-term time-
srale than other aspects of the development plan.
Thesefore, if land is to be raken our of the Green
Belt to meer identifisble development needs,
consideration should also be given o designating
safeguarded land related to It in accordance with
the advice in Annex B of PPGL. Orther than in
such circunstances, it will not be appropriate to

¥

chanze established Green Belr sounianes

ro provide safeguarded land - 10 Jov-s0 wkied
undermine the long term strategy for urbian
recabsance and would not comply with the criteris
st our in Folley P2, Exisring safeguarded land
chowld be reviewed in the context of Poficy B3
lelow, Further commentary on Green Belt i
comtained in the sub-regional sections a1 the end of
this chaprer

REVIEW OF EXISTING COMMITMENTS

416 A significant issue in the region is the large
stiwk of existing permissinns and atlocations,
particularly for housing and economic development,
1i this is not addressed, the ability mo plan, monizor
and manage and achieve the regional spattal
stranegy will be undermined. Policy '3 i& therefore
nf steategic imporTance,

4,17 In the case of employment land, reviews
<homld be informed by the tegional employment
land survey (see Chaprer 3. Development plan
policies relazing to all land chat 45 rerained foe
emplovment use following such 4 review should
meke it clear thar rerail and leisure uses are not
appropriate.

4158 In the case of housing land i is vital to the
atcainment of the spatial strategy that sites cutside
urhan areas are reviewed as a matter of urgency and
that in the meantime planning applications are
determined in the context of the advice in PPG3
paragraph 38 and Policies H2 and H3,

4.1%  Existing toad schemes in development plans,
rany of which have a long history, should be
reviewed 1o ensure that they are consistent with the
spatial steategy which fs based on minimising the
need o travel and maxmmising the use of aleermative
modes to the car Schemes which are not consistent
should be exclided from development plans.
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where thers are significant implications for spatial
change at the regional or sub-regional level.

North Yorkshire Sub-
region

STRATEGIC PATTERNS OF DEVELOPMENT

421 The main urban areas of Harrogare,
Searboraugh and York should, in accordance with
Policies P'1, B4 and H1, be the focus for economic
and housing development in the sube-regon. York 15
of regicnal signsficance and development should be
aceommodated to build on the success of i
economy in & sustainable way which respects its
historic character, Application of the sequential
approach should mean that there will be no need
for authorities in the sub-region to undermake
cormdor studies.

4,22 There are several marker rowns in the sub-
repion including Malton, Northallerton, Richmond,
Ripon, Selby, Sertle, Skipron and Whathy which,
alang with other towns idenrified through the
development plan process as described in paragraph
4.4, should be the focus for economic and housing
development of a scale and type appropriate o rural
areas in accordance with Policies P1, E1 and Hi o
enhance thetr role as service/employment centrés.
The potential for mixed use conversions of existing
buildings in these sertlements should be exploited.

4.23  Carserick Garrison in Richmondshire s the
largest garrison town in the north of the country.
Whether it should be included in the marker town
category, and its potental for growth, are matters
be determined through the structure and local plan
process in accordance with relevant policies in RPG
and the overall sparial strategy.

REGENERATION PRIORITY AREAS
424  Part of Selby Districe falls within the coalheld

area which i firsc priority for regeneration in the
region (Policy $2) although it s not ehaibie for

Bagicnsl Spasial Sirategy

Ohbjeceive | funding The Selby coalfield may ciose
down during the BPG period, in which case the
fururce use of the surface sites, which are in rural
locations, would need o be carefully constdered in
aceordance with sustamnable development principles,
including the locatonal criteria in Policy P1 and E4.

4.25 The sub-region contains fairly extensive
remate rural and coastal areas which fall into the
second priority for regenerstion (51, Those
currently elipible for Objective I funding are shown
on the Key Disgram.  Development plans for these,
and other rural parts of the sub-region, will need in
parricular o promete regeneration.

RURAL AND COASTAL ISSUES

426 Morth Yorkehire & the most rural part of the
region and containe extensive areas of high quality
landscape, including the Yotkshire Dales and North
York Moors Nationsl Parks and Nidderdale and
Howardian Hills ACMNBs, parts of the Forest of
Bewland AONB, and coastline. The important
inter-relationships between agriculture, estate
management, wildlife, touriem and recreation need
ta be addressed in development pliens in the sub-
regiont. Policies on rural employment (E2], tourism
(ES), arrbculture (M5Y, and che coast (K1) will be of
parcicutar signifscance.

427 The need to continue the restrucruring of
the coastal economy 15 essenrial, in particular o
address acute soctal and economic problems wirhin
the resort towns such as Filey, Scarborough and
Whithy. Aside friom accommodating ourist
pressure in a diverse and sensitive environment,
there i a need for new employment development.

GREEN BELT

425 There are two Green Belrs in the sub-region:
that arcund Yok, and thar o the east and sourth of
Harrogate and along rhe western side of Selby
diserict which form en integral part of the Green
Belr around the West Yorkshire conurbanon,
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4.29 The general exrent of the York Green Belt
was approved in 1960 and the detiled boundaries
are yet to be finalized. In so doing scoount should
be makon of Policy P2 and of the need to ensure thar
it will not need o be anended again at the end of
the plan perod.

430 It is unlikely thar there will be any need o
alter the Green Belt in Harrogate or in Selby [omee
it 15 established in the district-wide local plan} in
order to implement the regonal spatial scratepy.

EMPLOYMENT LAND

431 In 1999 there was around 30 yeare supply of
undeveloped emplovment lind in the Morth
Yorkshire sub-region based on past rates of
development, 50% of which was greenfbield, It is
mnportant therefore that all existing allocadons are
reviewed in sccordance with Policy P3.

4.32  The majority of employmens fand i che
region should be co meer sub-regional and focal
developmment needs (E3d). This should be focrssed
on the main wrban areas and marker and coaseal
wwns i accordance with Polictes P1and B4, with
particolar emphasis on unlocking the porential of
appropriare sieed within the regeneration priorin
ACCas,

433 The distdbhution of the reaionally sgnificane
employment sices in the region will noe be finalised
uniil after the completion of the reginnal
employment land survey, bue it is likely thar ene
premium site will be required in the sub-region.
This shiould be well focared in relation 1o the Ciry of
York in accordance with the criteria ser out in Policy
E4. Such & site could be svitable for a science and
technology park (Policy E4b) (i), caparalising on
relatsons swith York Universiy and in accordance
with the "centres of excellence® concepr. In
bringing this proposal foeward full consideration
should be given 1o complementarny measures 1o
ersure that employiment opporrunicies and the
economic benefits will be pccessible o areas in need
of pegeneration,

Regsonal Spatial Stmatepy

HOUSING

4.34  The annual rate of housing provision m the
Morth Yorkshire sub-region should be sround 2,500
in pcoordince with Policy H1. This represents a
redluction compared to the pase, However, inirial
estimates of urban potential done ar 2 regional level
suggest that there may not be sufficient capaciry
within existing sertlements to accommaodare thiy
level of housing in the longer term. Local urban
capacity studies should examine this further and it is
particularly importane that local planting
auchoritics apply Policies M2 and HY 1o ensure that
greenfield sites are nor released unmecessarly and
thar additenal provision s focussed on the urban
areas,

4.35 The provisionegl tarpet for the provision of
dwellings on previousty-developed land and through
conversions in the North Yorkshire sub-region is
33% (see Table H1 in Chaprer 63, Thix is below the
regional avernpe due o the limited availabilicy of
suiranly locared previoushy-developed sites, [t will
feed ro be reviewed in the context of local urban
capacity studies.

4,36 The sub-region conmins & number of high
demand areas, including Harrogare and York and
the more accessible pans of Selby, Ryedale and the
Mational Parks {where the demand for second
homes is a particular issue). In these areas localizad
shortages of affordable housing is a particalarly
significant issue and local authorites should
consider wherher affordable homes should be sought
on sires dovwn o 13 dwellings0.5 ha in accordance
with Policy H4. In settlements of 3000 o1 less no
threshokds apply and Incal suthorities can seek a
propartion of affordible housing éven on the
smallest sives.

TRANSPORT

4.37  The focus of development in the three main
urban areas of Hamogate, York and Scarborough
needs 1o be marched by appropriare transpart
straegies in developmwene plans and local manspor
plans tor these areas, Existing local mansporr plans
for all three areas have recognised the impaortance

EN
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RSS 2008 — BACKGROUND MATERIAL



GOYH Sitatement for RSS Examination in Public Sept-Oct 2006 D165/ 2/D

the Plan on sites of European significance. We may have further comments to make
when the Appropnate Assessment has been completed.

Sub Issue C Clarity of Approach

217 Does the approach provide an appropriate level of detail for the
preparation of Local Development Frameworks and other plans and

strategies?

Broadly, we think that the level of detail in palicy Y1 and on the Context Diagram (Fig 9.2)
broadly appropriate for RS5. However, we do not think that the Plan provides
sufficiently clear guidance for the preparation of LOFs in the sub area in relation to the
Green Belt around York

The York sub areas section of the Plan makes no mention of the Green Belt. The detailed
inner boundary of the Green Belt around York has not been defined in a statutory
devetopment plan, but most of the outer boundary has been’. Paragraph 1.15 of draft
RSS says that policy E8 of the North Yorkshire Structure Plan should be saved to avoid a
policy void on the general extent of the Green Belt in North Yorkshire. We do not think
this appropriate for two reasons. Firstly, if policy EB were still appropriate, we think it
ought to be included in RSS. Secondly, we do not think that palicy EB is still appropriate
It doesn't provide any clear guidance to York for defining the inner edge of the Green Balt
in the context of the Core Approach and the scale and location of development set out in
draft RSS. Policy YH9 carries forward a policy on Green Belts from curment R3S, which
we comment on in our statement for matter 1F — we do not think that it provides adequate
guidance for the York Green Belt.

Therefore we think that RSS ought to include a policy and a diagram in the York sub area
section to guide the definition of the detailed inner boundary, and remaining parts of the
outer boundary, of the Green Beft around York. This needs to be sufficiently permanent 1o
allow for York's growth as set out in R3S well beyond 2028, in line with PPG2.

28 Could the approach be better explained or illustrated?

We think that some parts of policy Y1 could be more specific (g see comments above
about ¥1A). Monitoring indicators and targets clearly linked to the policy outcomes would
help to clarify them.

Paragraphs 9.2-8 15 contain a lot of descriptive contextual information. We think this
ought to be amended to more clearly explain and justify policy Y1.

We support the inclusion of a York sub area Context Diagram but think that it could be

improved to more clearly indicate the broad localions and proposals in policy Y1. For

exampla it would be helpful if it showed:

« the broad extent of the main urban areas (in a similar way to the South Yorkshire
concapt diagram)

e Strategic highway network

= Broad areas of “restraint especially north and east of York urban area” (Y1E)
General extent of the Green Belt around Yark

¥ Parts of the ouber boundany of e Grean Beit around Yook has been defined in Local Plans for Harrogale,
Hambieton, Ryedale and Selby

Page 401 &
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Regional Spatial Strategy — The Yorkshire & Humber Plan

Outcome of Panel Report from the Public Examination of the Draft Plan

1.0

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

York Green Belt
Report on RSS Examination Process

The Background

This note relates to representations made fo the Public Examination of the Regional
Spatial Strategy (RSS) in relation to the York Green Belt made by a consortium of
locally based planning consultants — Jennifer Hubbard, Janet ("Neill and George
Wright [the Consortium].

The representations argued that the RSS was legally required to provide a policy
which fixed the general extent of the York Green Belt (replacing policy ES of the
NYCC Structure Plan originally formulated in 1980) and which identified the
requirement for safeguarded land within the green belt. The NYCC policy made no
provision for safeguarded lund within the general extent of the green belt,

In the absence of any policy proposals being put to the Examination by the Regional
Assembly or any other recognised ‘official’ representation such as Government
Office or City of York Council, a proposal was submitted by the Consortium and this
was supported by a Sustainability Appraisal,

On the day of the session at the Examination to consider the York Green Belt, the
Regional Assembly offered a brief policy that was less explicit than the much
eriticised NYCC policy E8. The Panel curtailed discussion reducing the days session
to 8 moming only and additionally indicated that they were not prepared to debate the
detail of the Consortium’s policy proposals.
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2.0  The Panel Report
2.1 The key conclusions of the Pancl are:-

» They did not consider the RSS Examination had sufficient evidence in front
of it to consider the Consortium's proposed policy and diagrammatic map.

* That the issue of the general extent of the York Green Belt should be
resolved either:-

- By the relevamt part of the RSS not being adopted and the issoe
being referred for consultation, or

- The Local Development Framework process (presumably the York
LIDF) resolving the inner boundaries.

2.2 The Panel considered that only the inner boundary has to be defined

23 At paragraph 5.3 of the Pancl Report, in relation to housing provision at York, the
Panel recommended that the next review of RSS and in the LDF work, rhe
environmental capacity of York needed to be established,

24 The final conclusion is set out at paragraph 13.76 of the Panel Report:-

therefore, and whilst acknowledging the detailed work wnderiaken by [the
Consortivm], we consider that they do not have enough information on, or know the
public reaction to, any form of green belr boundaries ov the fiture shape of the urban
Jarm for York This i particularly so as there has been no public consultation on the
detailed proposals and Inset Map whick was tabled by [the Consortium]. To remit
this back for firther consultation is likely to incur further delay.
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3.0

3.1

3.2

3.3

It is owr view that the quickest means in resofving this matier is for policy YH 9 fre
cast as ENV policy) to include specific requirements to draw up an inner boundary
through an LDF, and for this to be shown on the key diggram and noted in the
supparting fext for the mew ENV policy. We consider it Is imperative this work in
wnderiaken as a priovity.

Commentary on Panel Report Findings

The Panel drew attention to advice given in PPG 2 that Structure Plans should
provide the strategic policy context for planning at local level. The general extent of
green belts has been fixed through the approval of Structure Plans. It seems that they
selectively declined to refer to the preceding paragraph of 2.2 of PPG 2 which states
‘Regrional and Strategic Planning Guidance set the framework for green belt policy
and setilement policy including the direction of long term development

It is the Consortimm’s view that the reference to Structure Plans providing the
strategic policy context should, in today’s planning policy framework, means a
reference to the Regional Spatial Strategy. The policy in PPG2 was written in 1995,
when the policy framework consisted of the Regional Policy Guidance and the
Development Plan which consisted of the Structure Plan and the Local Plan. At
today’s date the Development Plan consists of the Regional Spatial Strategy and the
LDF. Thus the R8S provides the strategic policy which was previously provided by
Structure Plan policy and Regional Planning Guidance, guidance on policy. Strategic
policy and guidance is now provided through the RSS rather than the Structure Plan.

The Panel then went on to consider issues relating to “locational specificity” which is
an aspect of policy set out in Planning Policy Statement 11. This provides policy
relating to the formulation of regional spatial strategics. The Panel quoted and relied
heavily on paragraph 1.16 which states ‘the RSS must not idemiify specific sites as
suitable for development”,
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34

3.5

3.6

37

3.5

However the Consortium would disagree with the Panel’s application of this policy
statemnent because a policy which relates to the general extent of 4 green belt is not a
policy which s identifying specific sites as suitable for development. Neither iz
establishing the idemtification of areas of land to be safcguarded for future
development a process which is identifying specific sites as suitable for development.

PPS 11 provides at Annex A, policy and guidance on topics to be covered by the
RS5S. Under the heading ‘Green Belr' it indicates that the relevant document/'material
o be covered includes, Government Planning Policy Guidance lor Green Belis
[PPG2], see in particular paragraphs 1.4, 2.2 (a reference to paragraphs at PPG 2)
and paragraphs 2.12 and 2.14 (a reference to PPG2 paragraphs which deal with
safepuarded land and new green belts).

It is the Consortium’s view that this policy and gudance staterent indicates that RSS
should deal with establishing the general extent of green belts and the extent of safe
guarded land. Tt is also the Consortium’s view that the restriction on the use of an
ordrance survey map base to identify such arcas {which is prohibited in relation to
sites suitable for development) is not a prohibition which extends to the issue of
fixing the general extent of a green belt.

The Panel also expressed the view that the issue of identifying the amount of housing
and employment land to be allocated to York is made more difficult *because of the
as yer unknown emvironment constraint associated with establishing a firm green belt
bowndary and identifving land for development within York".

It seems from this that the Panel are accepting that the issuc of the environmental
capacity of York is one which is directly linked to the form and scale of the green belt
yet the Panel recommendations do not indicate that these two matters should be
addressed together but rather the text of the Panel Report supgests that they might be
considered separntely and within different timescales.
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3.10

i.n

4.1

4.2

4.3

It is also the Consortium’s view that the Panel misconceive the policy needs of RSS
in respect of the York Green Beit when they emphasise the need to define the inner
boundary, The Consortium’s view is that the level of safeguarded land now required
means that the general extent of the green belt is now different from that required in
1980. It 15 not simply an issue of defining the inner boundary, it is a requirement o
re-define the general extent of the York Green Belt,

MNor i it clear what form the Panel’s alternative approach of further consultation
would entail. They do not make it clear whether that approach would be conducted
within the corrent RSS framework or as a selective review.

The Panel seem to be indicating that there is a choice of methods for resolving the

problem, one of which might be conducted at regional level as opposed to a process
controlled by City of York Council.

Consortium’s Analysis

The Consortium have no confidence in the capacity of the City of York Council to
prioritise¢ and address this matter. The York Green Belt has essentially been an
unresolved issue for 50 years and the current local government administration for
York has had over 10 years to address the matter, during which time it effectively has
miade no progress at all.

The Consortium considers that a regional based process should be explored and
promoted at the time the Secretary of State commences the consultation on her
proposed changes to the submirted RSS. That consultation will take place during the
summer of this year.

The Consortium regards the legal issucs sumounding the interpretation and
application of policy in respect of the RSS and green belt needs to be given some
attention.  If the Panel recommendation is followed by the Secretary of State, it is
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4.4

4.5

5.0

3.1

52

33

54

likely such proposals would justify a High Court Challenge against the adoption of
the R8S,

It is considered that the prospects of a High Court Challenge might be a spring board
o encourage the Secretary of State to look at referring the issue of the York Green
Belt for a further consultation led by the Regional Assembly. Tt is not clear whether
there is process to do this under the auspices of the current RSS procedure or whether
that would be launched as a separate review process that specifically concentrated on
the issues of the environmental capacity of York and the gencral cxtent of its green
belt and provision of safeguarded land.

The Consortium’s firm view is that an approach led by the Regional Assembly is
likely to be more effective and more objective than any process which is handled by
the City of York through the LDF process,

Conclusion and Recommendation

The Consortium considers that these are prime facie grounds for promoting a review
of the general extent of the York Green Belt through an RSS process.

The Consortium believe the prospect of a review will have broad appeal in that it
wotld be an approach to promote a process to resolve the general extent of the green
belt rather than to promote a specific solution. That prospect is potentially as enticing
to those looking to preserve the green belt as it is to those looking for change,

The framework would allow the Consortium to promote the specific solution on the
lines of the proposal promoted at the RSS Examination,

The request for a review need to be promoted through a consultation response to the
Secretary of State m the RSS proposed changes Consultation which will follow in
July/August.
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3.5

5.6

3.7

3.8

It is considered that the consultation response should be scttled by Counsel, so as to
display the “threat’ of a High Court Challenge against the RSS if this policy issue is
nof properly addressed, 15 clearly signalled.

The Consortium is secking funding for:-

* 'The drafting of a Consultation Response by Counsel to promote a review
through RSS.

» The promotion of the proposal review to a broad spectrum of support for tits
submission by way of a Consultation Response.

The overall estimated fee requircment is £7000-£8000 and it is proposed to seek
contributions from individual backers being landowners and developers.

These funds will allow both the Consultation response o be prepared to give
maximuem impact in the Consultation Process and to facilitate the conversing of a
broad spectrum of support for that proposal.
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THE ¥YORESHIRE AND HUMBER PLAN CHAPFTER 13
HEGIOMAL SPATIAL STRATEGY TORK SUB AREA

13.67

13.68

13.69

13.70

Belts exist in the Region around the West Yorkshire and South Yorkshine
conurbations. However, these are not proposed for review nor do they have such
fundamental unresolved boundary issues and hence these do not need to appear as
a proposal of R5S on the Key Diagram. Figure 4.2 of RSS already shows the
three Green Belt arcas mentioned in Policy YH9A. Having said that, the present
extent of the Green Belt should be shown on the Environment Context Diagram’.

NYCC argued that Policy Y1 should include firm guidance on the extent of Green
Belt for York. CYC points out that the lack of an inner boundary has led to
implications for an scceptable level of housing growth (which is a matter
discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5 of this Report). Indeed Persimmon
Homes, amongst others, was keen 0 see the inner boundary defined as soon as
possible. However, there were various suggestions as to how this was o be done
in R88. Persimmon Homes pul forward suggested wording for a policy. Al
were agreed that there is a need for inner boundaries that will endure beyond the
period of this R85,

YHA had originally proposed to save Policy E8 of the North Yorkshire Structure
Plan” to provide continuity. It is our view that this is not a firm enough approach
for this important matter and RSS should have its own policy regarding the
peneral extent of the Green Belt in the York area.  Policy YH9 is basis for GB
policy and this (in its revised from as an ENV policy) should include a specific
commitment o complete the confirmed Green Belt for York. YHA accepted this
at the Examination and offered a suggested wording to cover the point (Document
SDE 45). This looks to boundaries being established through & LDF document
prepared by CYC.

George Wright argoes that this is a strategic issue which goes beyond the
administrative boundaries of CYC, and cannot be left to CYC's LDF/LDDs alone.
Mr Wright argued that the outer boundary was fragmented amongst several
district councils where different approaches were sometimes applied. A wider
review of the York Green Belt could be promoted (o aid consistency, which
would represent the exceptional circumstances looked for in PPG2 to justify a
review. Both inner and outer boundaries of the Green Belt could lie within the
administrative boundaries of York City. This would allow for innovative
approaches to new development in or close to York, such as urban extensions.
George Wright argued that urban extensions would be incompatible with a
conventional Green Belt.

George Wright proposed that RSS should be revised to include an inset diagram
for York which gave 2 fairly detailed, albeit not Ordnance Survey map-based
representation of 8 Green Belt boundary for York, together with a detailed
description and wording for a new Policy YH9A. This was supporied by a
privately sponsored Sustainability Appraisal (Documents SDE 22, SDE 23 and
SDE 24).

Lee Hecommeadation 9.1 fi).
* Morth Yorkshire Structure Plan —NYOC. (CDL-R 113}
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THE YORESHIRE AND HUMBER PLAN CHAFTER 13
REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY YORK 5LB AREA

13.71

We find all of the contnibutions stimulating. The issue is clearly not an easy one
to resolve, with several differing views as to how far RSS could or should go.
The starting point would seem to be PPG2. The advice here is that

“Struciure plans provide the stravegic palicy combfext for piamning af local level The
gfnemfﬁnrm af Green Belrs has been flxed throwgh the approval of sivuciare
olans, "

And goes on to say

“Up-to-date approved boundiaries are essentiol, o provide cerfainty a5 o where
Crreer Belt poficies do and do mor apply and fo enable the proper comsidermtion af
Sutwre development oplions. The mandatory regquivement for districe-wide local
plans, introduced by the Plonning ond Compensation Act 1991, will ensare that the
defimition of detailed boundaries is completed ™’

13.72  Also relevant is the advice given in PP5I 1* on Locational Specificity. Here it

13.73

says:

116 RSN must not identify specific sites as suitable for development. The DPD is
The place for site allocotions. Comsideraiion of specific siles could dominate
cwad clelay the prodwctton of a BSS revision and cawse unmecessary blighs.
The Evaminafion process s mol swifable for the hearing of site-specific
represenfalions.

LI7 RES showld however, establish the localional criteria appropriaie to
regionally or sub-regionally significant housing, business, retail and leisure
wxes, oF fo the Tocation of mafor new imward bvestment sites. RES showld
orly do so where LDy need this strategic framework. The broad location of
sl developrmrend may be identified in BSS iself By “hroad location™ is
meani the area of search suitahiz for the development in guestion, consistent
with criteria set out in R5S, within which a manber of seitable sites may exio,
Broad locations may include fovn oF city centres.

That is, the guidance on how to deal with Green Belts looks to structure plans and
district-wide development plans; but both of these policy mechanisms have been
superseded by the new development plan system of RSS and LDFs/L.DDs. The
structure plan, being on a county scale, perhaps offered more scope o be more
specific on & Key Diagram than RSS. Indeed, RSS is positively discouraged from
being any more specific than a general location or area of search. We
acknowledge that an Inset Diagram on a larger scale than Figure 4.2 would offer
scope for a more detailed presentation, but this was not pan of the consultation for
RSS. IF this was to be the preferred way forward we could recommend that
further consultation on this specific subject should be undertaken and that this
part of RSS should not be adopted. The alternative, as discussed above, would be
to look o an appropriate LDF/LDD.

Flanning Policy Guidance 2: Green Belis, pamgraph 2.3 - Depariment of the Environment, Jamuary

1995, (CDL-CG 3)

Planning Policy Cuidance 2; Gireen Behs, paragraph 2.4 — Department of the Environment, January

1995, (COL-CG 3)

Planning Policy Statement 11: Regional Spatial Strategies - ODPM, 2004, (CDL-CG18)
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RECIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY YORK SUB AREA

13.74

13.75

15.76

If the whole of the Green Belt were to be reviewed then either of these courses ol
action would be appropriate but there was no other support for the view put
forward by George Wright. We are not persuaded that this is necessary because
of the lack of substantial evidence to support the contention that Green Belt policy
is applied inconsistently by the loeal authorities who administer the parts outside
the boundaries of the City of York. That is, we accept thal oaly the inner
boundary has to be defined.

Alongside this more general argument was the one raised by EH, and others, over
the main purpose of the York Green Belt. It seems to be agreed that the main
purposes are to preserve the setling and special character of historic York and to
safeguard the countryside from encroachment. However, as discussed above, the
work on analysing the setting of the historic city has not been underiaken in the
degree of detail looked for by EH. This would appropriately evolve through the
LDF/LDD process. Furthermore, the broader point about the form of fulure
development at York, perhaps as urban extensions, was not discessed in detail at
the Examination.

Therefore, and whilst acknowledging the detailed work undertaken by George
Wright, we consider that they do not have enough information on, or know the
public reaction to, any form of Green Belt boundaries or the future shape of the
urhan form for York. This is particularly so as there has been no public
consultation on the detailed proposals and Inset Map which were tabled by
George Wright. To remit this aspect back for further consultation is likely to
incur further delay. [t is our view that the quickest means of resolving this matter
is for Policy YHY (recast as an ENV p:ﬂ[l:}l'f to include specific requirements to
draw up an inner houndary through an LDF, and for this to be shown on the Key
Diagram and noted in the supporting text for the new ENV policy. We consider it
is imperative this work is undertaken as a priority.

Y See Recommendation 3.21 in Chapier 3 of this Report
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Sarion T SiErhial vweacn o Gons s

POLICY YH9: Green belts

A The Graen Bets in Marth. South and Wes! Yorkshire have a vakable rle in supperting urban renaissance,
transformation and concantration, a8 well a5 consendng courftnyside, snd ther general extent as shown on the
Key Ciagrarm should not be changad

B Laﬁlhadmm{}'emﬂaﬂb:uﬂaﬁaﬂmﬂyhenmﬂmsmnmh:dﬁhwﬁs':ﬂrﬂhpp'ﬂadland
S Ares polcles.

G The detabed nner boundares of the Green Balt arcund York shoud be definad in onder to establsh long e
cevelapmant limits that safaguand the special character and satting of the histeric ¢ity. The boundasies st
taka aenaunt of e evels of growth =2 out in this BSS and must alse endors Deyored the Panpeniod .

o Am’regmm-.mwn11hm'-'&st*r'umsrn-a&amEﬂtmbemqumdtn:hshﬂﬂwwtmhwsnggr-nwﬂ-laaaat
u.,nn-.'rablat;uhmmahm:bﬁ.rertmmwnamandhsﬂm@upaummdwdmmtsamn
polcy LCAIE.

E GreenBalt reviews should also consider whether exceptionsl cerumatences sxist to inchid additional land as
Caraan Selt.

QUTCOMES INDICATORS

The general axtert of the Fagion’s Gréan Bet has not changad. Paat changsin Ares of Gresn Bet ny

thie Region
fireen Ball boundares allow sisiainabls devalopment 10 Da How miery Loce Authorilias nave
delversd naccordance with the Core Approsch. wrckrtaken a Graen Bef Revies and why
Grogn Bet eround York nas been defined and the settng of the Whethar the Grean Baitaround York has
historis ey peotected been cefined in en LOF

LEAD ROLES MAIN MECHANISMS

Local authorifies LDFs

'I'I!'nagmlE:H:Erd-:d1h£IE-EEnEaﬂamhuHmiswnwnunthaHE;Dhgm. Ingenara the Region's Gresn Betts haw
helpad 10 achieve the aims s&t out In paragraph 15 of PRGZ, and implementation of tha Plan should not reaguine any
cihangs 1o thesr genaral extent. Howeer, there iy be a mom specilic and localised niesd 1o reoonsider thi extent of
Eareen Balt tomset identifiable development neads for which iocations n Regionadand Sub Regeonal Cikies and Towng are
not avallable and for which altamatve stes woud be sonificantly less sustainabis. Any such changea cughl ba be
cnnelderad n the core of policias YH1-YHT, &nd is aliowad Tor by palicy YHIS.

The dataled inmer boundany 1o tha Yok Green Balt, ard pirts of the outer Doundary, have not bedn designated in &
dersmiopmant pan. Thigis thererions covenad by pobhcles YHSOand Y1012

The Plan proposas signifoant growthin he |_eads City Ragion, including increased housetulding in West Yorkshing fom
08 onwards, It e possiig that the maost sustainanle poations (o accommockle some of this devecpment may
currantly be within the Grean Beit. This wil b b i considerad trough the preparation of LOFs, talng acoount of
pofcies YHA-YHT e LCR1E. The local suthorities in West Yorkshirs are encouraged 10 wiork togather and with the

F Pobsms YHES end FUET /gplate Poloy 8 ol B hods irkshiee St PLE 00 Uy Tresaianal oy ong o Seteuk B2 e Planing Dampalisry
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POLICY Y1: York sub area policy

Plans. strategies, rvestment decEions and PROQTEMITIES fior th Yerk sub anea should:

A Foles and funciions of places

1,

2.
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G Ervirorument
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testiri aatting, views of The Minster and mportant opan arsds
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St THLY v G Qi warsion fas 4 wes aripanath made), This
(e i g cdatinn iy carrendiy o'y aumlods 1o U ediges Semar

STATUTORY INSTRUMENTS

2013 No. 117
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING, ENGLAND

The Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and
Humber (Partial Revocation) Order 2013

Made - = - 24th Jameery 201 3
Lovied befiwe Pariioment 28tk Sareeary 200 3
Coming info force - - 22nd February 2013

I'he Secretary of Btate, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 10903) of the Localism Act
200101), mukes the following Drder:

Citation, commencement and application

L—(1) This Order may be cited as the Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber (Partial
Revocation) Order 2015 and shall come into force on 22nd February 2003,

{2) This Order applies in relation 1o England only.

Partial revocation of Regional Strategy
2.—(1) The Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber comprises—
(a) the regional spatial srajepy for the region (“the RSS2} and
{h} the regional economic strategy for the region (“the RES™)(3).
(2} The Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber is revoked except for—

(A aniT g 20

(2] The Yorkshire and Hismber Plan Bogioral Spatial Strategy w 2026, published in May 2008 5 required by section 1 of the
Plumning mad Compulsory Puschase Aot 1004 (251 Under Pan § of she Local Dereecracy, Feonomic Developrent and
Coestnuction Aot 2000 (< 204, section | of e 2004 At wus repeaded and the RSS became part of the segwral sirstepy lor
the pugioe Eom [t Apnl 2010, Part 5 cfthe 2000 Aot i partielly omendal asd ptmlly repoaied by sections 106 ad 237 of,
il piemaraphis T and 19 of Schedule B and Pan 16 of Schedede 25w, the Localism Act 211 o 30 These smedments amd
repeals took effect s Eith Msember 2001, exeopt for the repeal of seotions Y051 520 1) and (21 which will be commenied
on @ day 4o be appomied Section B o e 2009 Aot waw repenled by scotion 3503) of, ood Scseule 4 fo, the Pubbic Bodies
Al 2T (e 24}

{3y Thar Hegiona® Bosaome: Sty bor Yoreshre & Humber 20606205, pubdishid in 2006 by Yereshire Porsasd, e Yorkeuen
and Humber Eegonal Develapment Agency, as required by seotion T of the Regional Develapremi Agencies Aol 1994 (¢ 45
Saction T of the 1958 Aol wis adbatitiniad by sactnon 83 of the Local Democmey, Eosaemie Develiopment azd Constructivn
At 2000 [ 20 end s repealed by section HEHT) of, and passgreph T of Schodkile § o, the Lecliam Ast 7071 {200 on &
day tn b appainied. Under Part 5 of the M0 Act, the RIX bezsse pard of th regiona] strategy for the regios from | st Apri
201 . Fam 5 of the 2008 Act is partially smended ard pormsilly repealed as set ot @ {hy showe
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ot ipserared 200 700

Hoewtars: Tlax i the uragiml veraon (35 8 vwas anginally made). This
ferens o o pae lannose o casrrendl oy d“:ll'ﬁ';l'?'l_lrrfh' arjginud foroe

{a} the policies of the RSS set out in the Schedule to this Order (“the RS3% York Green Beli
pedicies™); and

(k) the Key Diagram of the RSS insafar as it illustrates the RSS York Green Belt policies and
the gencral extent of the Green Belt around the City of York,

Signed by authority of the Secretary of State for Communites and Local Government

Nick Boles

Parliamentary Under Secretary of State

DCrepartment for Communities and Local

Z4th January 2003 Cioverment
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SCHEDULE Auicic 3

RES Yook Green Belt policies

POLICY YHY: Green belis

i The detailed inner boundiries of the Green Beli around York should be defined in order io establish
bang term development limits that safeguard the special character and setting of the histeric city,

FOLICY Y1: York sab ares pollcy
Plans, sirategies, investment decisions and programmes for the York sub area should:
C Environment

1. Inthe City of York LDF, define the detailed boundaries of the outstanding sections of the outer
boundary of the York Gireen Beft about 6 miles from York city centre and the inner boundary in line
with policy YHS(C,

1. Protect and enhance the nationelly significant historical and enwironmeninl character of York,
including its hisioric seting, views of the Minster and important open areas.

EXPLANATORY NOTE
(This mode I ol et of the Caler)

Section 109 of the Logalism Act 2011(4) sbolished the regional planning tier by repealing Part 5 of
the Local Democeacy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009 5) (which only applied in
relation o England). This includes the resoval of the responsible regional authorities. Section 100
also made provision 10 revoke or partially revoke, by order, the eight existing regional strategies.
This Order makes use of those powers fo partially revoke the regional strategy for Yorkshine and
Humber, which comprises The Yorkshire and Humber Plan Regional Spatial Strategy 1o 2026 {“the
R55™} and the Regionsl Economic Sirategy for Yorkshire & Humber 2006-201 5. Policics in the
R85 which relate to the Groen Bell around the City of York are retained. The Key Diagram from
the RSS is retained insofar as it illustrates the retained York Green Belt policies and the general
exctent of the Green Belt around the City of York. The Key Diagram can be foamd afier page 214 of
the RE5. A copy can be obfained from the Planning Directorate, Department for Communities and
Local Government. Eland House, Bressenden Place, London, SW 1E 5104,

oy 20iedn
(5} 20080 20
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EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM TO

THE REGIONAL STRATEGY FOR YORKSHIRE & HUMBER (PARTIAL

REVOCATION) ORDER 2013

2013 No, 117

This explanatory memorandum has been prepared by the Department
for Communities and Local Government and is laid before Parliament
by Command of Her Majesty.

This memorandum contains information Tor the Joint Committee on
Statutory Instruments.

Purpose of the instruments

2.1 This Order revokes the Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber,
except for policies which relate to the Green Belt around the City
of York.

Matters of special interest to the Juint Committee on Statutory
Instruments

LN None,
Legiskative Context

4.1 The Localism Act 2011 provides for the removal of the regional
planning tier in a two-stage process, The first stage, to remove Part §
of the Local Democeacy, Economic Development and Construction
Act 2009, which contains the regional planning framewaork, including
Leaders’ Boards, took effect when the Localism Act received Royal
Assent on 15 November 2011, This prevents further strategies being
created, The Act also provides the Secretary of State with an enabling
power to revoke or partially revoke by order the existing regional
strategies outside London, constituting the second stage of the process.

47 This instrument relates to the second stage of the process in respect of
the Y orkshire and Humber region by partially revoking the Regional
Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber, which compeises the Yorkshire
and Humber Plan Begional Spatial Strategy to 2026 {published in May
200%) and the Regional Economic Strategy for Yorkshire & Humber
IMM-20135 (published in 2006). It is made under the powers in section
| 09 of the Localism Act 201 1.

Territorial Extent and Application

5.1 This instrument applies to England only.

+0L



European Convention on Human Rights

6.1

As the instrument is subject to negative resolution procedure and does
not amend primary legislation, no statement 15 required.

Policy background

1.1

12

7.3

74

What 15 being done and why

The Coalition Government commenced a planning reform programme,
which included measures to decentralise the planning system so that
powers arc passed down to local councils and the local communities
that they represent. The Coalition Agreement makes clear the
Giovernment’s wish to promote decentralisation and democratic
engagement and 1o end the era of top-down government by giving new
powers to local councils, communities, reighbourhioods and
individuals,

The removal of the regional planning tier is an integral part of
decentralisation and was a clear commitment in the Coalition
Agreement, which stated that:

“We will rapidly abolish Regional Spatial Strategies and
refurn dectsion-making powers on housing and planning to
local councils

Currently, regional strategies provide the statutory regional framework
for development and investment across a region, including seiting
targets for housing delivery that apply to constituent local councils.
Since their creation by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004, regional strategies, sitting alongside focal plans prepared by
local councils and any saved county structure plan policies, form the
statutary development plan for an area, This means that they set the
framework for local plan-making and local councils in the region must
ensure that their local plan is in general conformity with the regional
strategy at the time their local plan is submitted for :xmninatinp. It is
also important because planning applications should be determined in
accordance with the development plan (which includes the ns:g:mnal
strategy for the local planning authoritys region) unless material
comsiderations indicate otherwise,

The abolition of the Regional Steategy for Yorkshire and Humber
would ensble d locally led planning system comprising local and
neighbourhood plans and giving local councils respon sibility for
strategic planning in the region. To support a locally-led approach
sirategic planning, section 33A of the Planning & Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 (inserted by section 110 of the Localism Act 201 1)
introduces a statutory duty to co-operate, The duty requires local
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1.5

1.6,

8.1

8.2

8.3

councils and other public bodies to work together constructively,
actively and on an ongoing basis when planning for cross-boundary
mutters in their local and marine plans,

The abolition of regional strategies makes the local plan the keystone
af the planning system. In the absence of regional stratepies, the
statutory development plan comprises any saved county structure plan
or local plan policies and adopted devefopment plan documents. The
statutory development plan may in future include any adopted
neighbourhood plans that are prepared under the powers inserted into
Part Il of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 by the Localism
Act 2011.

This Order fulfils part of the Coalition Agreement commitment for this
region by revoking the Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber,
except for policies which relate to the Green Belt around the City of
York.

Consultation outeome

Regional strategies are plans for the purpose of the European Divective
200142/ EC on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and
programmes on the environment, known as the Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive. In accordance with the
Dhirective, the Secretary of State camied out two consultations on the
environmental impacts of the revocation of the Regional Stratepy for
Yorkshire and Humber, The consultations ran from 20 October 201 |
until 20 January 2012 and apain from 28 September 20012 until 26
Movember 2012, The second consultation considercd reasonable
alternatives to revocation, including partial revocation.

The statutory consultees on this proposal included English Herftage,
Environment Agency and Natural England and their equivalent bodies
in the Devolved Admanistrations. The environmental reports were
published for consultation on the Department’s website and the
[}cpartment also emailed organisations including local authorities,
parish councils, non-governmental organisations and professional
bodies which have expressed an interest in the proposal to revoke
regional strategies, to inform them that the environmental reports were
out for consultation,

The Secretary of State received 48 combined responses specifically on
the proposed revocation of the Regional Strategy for Y orkshire and
Humber in response to the two consultations which ook place on:

20 October 2011 until 20 January 2012

28 September 2012 until 26 November 2012
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8.6

G from statutoey consultation hodies

7 from local planning authorities and public agencies
3 parish councils

4 from MNGOs and local pressure groups

5 industry representative bodies

9 developers and planning consultants

& individuals and MPs

Of these 48 responses, 19% were statutory consultation bodies {the
three English statutory consultation bodies and their equivalent bodies
in the Devolved Administrations), 15% from local planning autharities
and public agencies, 6% from parish councils, 19% from non-
govermmental organisations and local pressure groups, 10% from
industry representative bodies, 19% from developers and planning
consultants and 3% from individuals and MPs,

The responses to the two environmental reports on the environmental
impact of the proposed revocation of the Regional Strategy for
Yorkshire and Humber identified the following issues to be of strategic
significance:

Imbalance between water demand and supply
Flooding, coastal erosion and climate change, CO- emissions and
rencwable encrgy

» Historical reductions in biodiversity and natural and semi-natural

hahitars

Erosion of historic assets including landscapes

Adr quality, especially on main transport routes

Pressures on landscape character

Waste and mineral management

Secale and disiribution of housing development

Issues associated with planning around the boundaries of the

Y orkshire and Humber's two Mational Parks

¢ Strategic planning for the accommodation needs of Travelling
Show people and Gypsy and Travellers communities

s MNeed to revoke regional strategies rapidly so to deliver the localism
agenda

s The importance of poficies in the Yorkshire and Humber Plan
Regional Spatial Strategy to 2026 relating to the Green Belt around
the City of York

The Secretary of State has taken into account the assessment of the
environmental considerations in the Environmental Report and
opinions expressed in response (o consultation on the report, Taking
account of these considerations, the Secretary of Stale has decided o
retain the following parts of the Yorkshire and Humber Plan Regional
Spatial Strategy 1o 2026:

s« policy YH%: Green belts - title and first sentence of part C;
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1.

8.7

4.8

s policy Y1: York sub area policy - title, opening line and paragraphs
1 and 2 of part C7 and

o the Key Diagram, insofar as it illustrates the retained policies and
the general extent of the Green Belt around the City of York.

At present there is no adopted local plan for the City of York which
gives effect 1 these policies. In the short to medium term, revocation
of these policies would effectively remove the statutory basis for the
York Green Belt, its general extent and purpose to prevent harm to the
historic character of the City. The longer the period between
revication and the adaption of local plans which give effect (o the
Green Belt policies set out above, the greater the opportunity for the
cumulative effects of development on the Green Belt to have a
significant negative effect on the special character and setting of York.
A number of consuliges expressed similar concerns.

With the above exception. the assessment found that there are no
policies in the Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber, where the
act of revocation will cause a significant negative effect whilst
retaining the same policy will maintain significan environmental
henefi. The Secretary of State has therefore decided to partially
revoke the Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber, retaining the
Green Belt policies set out above,

A Post Adoption Statement summarising how environmental
considerations have been integrated into the plan 10 partially revoke,
including the reasons for partial revocation, in light of other reasonable
alternatives, and information on monitoring has been prepared. Details
of the consuliation and representations reccived, and the Department’s
response to them are also set out in the Post Adoption Statement which
will be available on the Department’s website shortly:

hitns:/www,gov ik povemment/organisations/depariment-foc-
communities-and-local-government,

Gaidance

2.1

The legistation relates to the partial revocation of the Regional Strategy
far Yaorkshire and Humber and does not make new provision for which
guidance is necessary. The abolition of regional strategies forms part
of a new, localised approach to strategic planning, which is set out in
the National Planning Policy Framework.

Im pact

101

The Government believes that the impact of this policy will fall upon
local councils. The abolition of the Regional Strategy for Yorkshire
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and Humber (with the exception of the York Green Belt policies set
out above) places the responsibility for strategic planning upen local
councils, As such, the impact of the legisiation is likely to be felt by
local planning authorities and other public bodies prescribed under
regulations’. The role of businesses, charities and voluntary bodies in
the plan-making process is unaltered by this legislation.

102 Asdiscussed. the impact on the public sector is likely to be felt by
local planning authorities and other public bodies prescribed under the
repulations as subject to the duty to co-operate. Local councils in the
region are now responsible for planning for cross-boundary, strategic
matters in local plans through the duty o co-operate. This means that
they will need to take leadership by actively co-operating with other
authorities when planning for strategic matters, While this gives local
councils new responsibilities, these responsibilities respond to new
freedoms for councils.  The new responsibifities for local councils
should in practice reflect work that they already undertake to work
with other councils and public bodies when preparing their local plans.
Similarly, other public bodies prescribed under the duty to co-operate
will also be required to engage with local planning authorities in the
plan-making process and again, this reflects work they already
undertake. While there may be costs incurred by these bodies it is
considered that this will be offset by a shift in the balance of
engagement activity towards the start of the plan preparation/review
process rather than at the end,

10.3  The Department has further nssessed the impacts of the revoeation of
the Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber and reasonable
alternatives to revocation, including partial revocation, through the
Strategic Environmental Assessment process. A Post Adoption
Statement, covering that process, will be published on the
Departmental website shortly.

.4 In accordance with section 149 of the Equality Act 2010, the equality
impacts of the partial revocation of the Regional Strategy for Yorkshire
and Humber have also been examined by an Equality Statement
assessing the potential impacts of abolition on groups with protected
characteristics, as defined under the Equality Act 2010, in particular
Gypsies and Travellers, Due to the mitigation within the planning
system, provided by planning policy and legislation alongside the local
plan preparation and examination process, the Equality Statement
concludes that there would be no adverse iImpacts on thase with
protected characteristics.

! gegulatbon 4 of the Town snd Country Planning { Local Planning) (England) Regulatons 012767, as
amended by the Town and Country Planning {Local Planning) {England}) { Amendment) Regulations
0123413



11.

13.

Regulating small business

11.1  The legislation does not apply to small business.

Monitoring & review

12.1  The Post Adoption Statement on the environmental assessment process
conducted on the Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber sets
out omward monitoring prm:edurcs for:

i, significant effects identified in the assessment that may give rise to
imeversible damage, and where appropriate, relevant mitigating
megsures that can be taken; and

ii. uncertain effects where monitoring would enable preventative or
mitigating measures to be undertaken,

122  Further details on the monitoring proposed is set out in section & of the
Post Adoption Statement, which will be available on the Departmental
wehsite shortly.

12.3, Data will be available from the Planning Inspecioraie on the
submission, examination and adoption of development plan
documents. This will enable any review of the success of a localised
approach to strategic planning. including the effectiveness of the duty
to co-operale, Lo take place.

Contact

13.1  Sharmila Meadows at the Department for Communities & Local
Government, Tel: 0303 4441673 or email:
Sharmila Meadows@eommunities.gsi.gov.uk can answer any queries
regarding the instrument.
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INTRODUCTION

Within Horth Yorkshire there Is a Green Belt around York and
the outer boundary of the West Yorkshire Green Belt extends
into Harrogate and Selby Districts (Fig. 1). During the
preparation of the Structure Plan, the County Council
considered substantial extensions te join these two green
belts, and proposed to designate a new green belt near
Cleveland. These major additions are not Included in the
approved Structure Plan which mainly conflres the existing
green belts, although some adjustments to the boundaries will

be necessary-

This paper takes the process @ stage further. |t reviews the
outer boundary of both green belts and suggests some revisions.

During the next few weeks these proposals will be discussed
with local authorities and other organisations before any

decislons are takeén.
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WHAT I5 A GREEN BELT?Y

A green belt is an area where there is a strong presumption
against most forms of development, though certain activities
which must take place in the countryside may be permitted.
This is clearly stated in Folicy E9 of the Structure Plan:-

""Planning permission within green belt areas will normally
be granted only for the erection of new bulldings or for the
change of use or redevelopment of existing buildings which
are necessary in connection with the following land uses:

(i) Agriculture and forestry;
{ii] Outdoor sport and recreation;
{i11) Cemeteries or institutions standing in extensive
grounds; and

(iv] Other uses appropriate In a rural area."
Therefore land within a green belt should retain its open
character, but this does not necessarily mean either that the
landscape will be improved or that the countryside will become
more accessible for recreational purposes. These are related
issues which may be considered later when the green belt has
been established. When reviewing the outer boundary, Important
areas of open countryside have been-included within the green {'"\

belt where possible.

Mew housing in villages which lie within the green belt [s
limited to minor infilling, and industrial development is not
usually permitted as this might encourage further housing. It

is important to maintain the vitality of rural arcas, and a
limi ted amownt of housing and industrial development may be

permitted on new sites in certain willages., These are referred
to as "'insetr" willages. They are excluded from the green belt
and & boundary arcund the village indicates the limit of any
Future development. "Inset" willages are discussed In more
detail in Section 6,
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AIMS OF THE GREEW BELT

The purpose of the green belt is primarily to guide the develop-
ment of towns and villages to retain the open appearance of the

countryside near the urban areas, The aims of the policy are:

{1} to regulate the size and shape of urban areas in order
to prevent uncontrolled growth,
{ii) to prevent the existing settlements merging together,
{(i11) to preserve areas of open land extending into the urban
areas from the countryside which have an existing or
potential recreational or amenity value,
{iv) to preserve easy access to open country and outdoor

recreation In pleasant surroundings.

The importance of these aims will vary from one part of tha green
helt to another. In some places the main purpose is to prévent
villages merging with nearhy towns and villages. Other sections
of the green belt are intended to protect important stretches of
open countryside near urban areas from development. There is
also a different emphasis between the aims of the West Yorkshire
and York Green Belts. One of the main themes in the Structure
Plan is the need to reduce the pace and scale of development in
Morth Yorkshire particularly where these are determined largely
by external ly generated pressures and demands. The West
Yorkshire Green Belt should help to achieve this by restricting
develgpment in the areas adjacent to West Yorkshire, The York
Gieen Belt §s not intended to restrict development within the
York area, although it is anticipated that the future rate of
grewth will be lower than In recent years. The policies are
mainly intended to protect the special character of the city,
and encourage a more compact wrban form.
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DEFINING THE OUTER BOUNDARY

The review of the outer boundary for each green belt has been
carrfed out In two stages. The first stage has been to decide
whether any sectlements or important areas of land beyond the
green belt should be Included, or alternatively whether some
areas should be excluded from the present green belt. The
situation to the west of York is different because there Is no
general ly accepted green belt boundary, so a new boundary has
been suggested. The second stage has been to ensure that the
boundary would be easily identifled on the ground.

A number of factors have been taken into account when consider-
ing the general location of the green belt, and the need for
any changes. The most important consideration has heen the
extent to which existing green belts already achieve the aims
mentioned in Section 3. One indication that a review may be
necessary, 15 the rate of growth Tn villages beyond the green
belt. Rapid growth in these locations may be due to restrictions
imposed by green belt palicies, or there could be many other
axplanations such as changing attitudes among the commuiers to
West Yorkshire and York. A high rate of development do&s not
recessarily mean that the green belt policies have been
ingffective, and that an extension to the greenm belt Is
required.  In some cases development may have been consistent
with planning policies for the area. Mevertheless an assess-
ment of recent growth rates in villages bevond the green balt
has provided a useful starting polnt for the analysis.

It is possible to identify a few villages where there has not
been many changes recently but which may be subject to develop~
ment pressures in the future. This situation could arise as
sites in nearby villages are developed or In response to changing
travel patterns brought about for example, by new roads heing
constructed. |f these willages lie within the sphere of

g



influgnce of York ar West Yorkshire, and are relatively close to

the present green belt, then a srall eatension to Include the

village has been suggested.

Developers will invariably be attracted to villages on the edge
of the green belt because of the restrictions within the green
belt. Therefore most villages which are imnediately adjacent to

the present boundary, or bisected by it, have been included within

the new green belt, Wherever possible the new boundary has been

drawn to minimise this type of problem arising in the future.

One of the maln aims of the green belt policy is to prevent

cettlements from merging and to maintaln open areas between towns

and villages. The definition of the outer boundary provides only
lim] ted opportunities to achieve this aim. Arocund York the inner

boundary is mare important in this respect. However where there

is a possibility of settlements on the edge of the green belt
merging, the existing open gaps have been included Tn the new
green belt. Similarly stretches of open countryside which are
impartant for recreation, or which contribute to the amenity of
the area, have been included where thay are close to the present

green belt boundary.

The policies in the Structure Plan clearly state that the West
Yorkshire and York green belts should remain separate. It would
be undesirable if only a small gap remained betwean these
green belts since this would probably attract unnecessary dewel-
oprment. This was a further constraint, particularly when

defining the new green belt boundary te the south west of York.

Wi

When the tpecific areas of change had been identified, the next
.tep was to relate the green belt boundary to physical features
on the ground such as roads, railways, streams, woodlands, etc.
The suitability of the present boundaries was also reviewed in

those arcas where mo other changes were required.
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THE PROPOSED GREEN BELTS

In the modifications to the Structure Plan the Secretary of State
speci fically excluded the possibility of designating a green belt
in Craven District, so the West Yorkshire Green Belt starts at

the boundary of Harrogate District near the Dales Hational Park
(Fig. 2). There is no evidence of major expansion In the wlllages
to the north of the green belt between the Dales and Harrogate
town. In some villages the population has declined. These
settlements are not easily accessible to West Yorkshire, and there-
fore no major changes are proposed, though some adjustments are
necessary to identify the precise boundary on the ground.

There is a large area on land between the present green belt
boundary and the built up area of Harrogate. This includes the
attractive areas of the Crimple valley and Pannal Ash. To the

west of the town there are [mportant recreational areas near Dak

Beck and towards Valley Gardens. It is considered that these

areas should be included within the green belt. This would help
to maintain the separate identity of Pannal, though the village

would be excluded from the green belr,

It is not possible to define the precise green belt boundary
around Harrogate because the District Council are preparing a
District Plan which will allocate more land for housing and
industrial develgpment. Some alternative proposals will soen be

available for discussion, and the results of these consultations

will affect the green belt boundary. In the meantime comments

are requested on the general proposals outlined above.

The area between Harrogate and Knaresborough will remain a green

balt.

{ =~
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Between Knaresborough and Wetherby, the willage of Spoffarth lies
on the boundary of the green belt. The village has steadi ly
expanded, and a significant proportion of the residents work in
West Yorkshire. Recently there has been pressure for further
development. The village is very dispersed and If it was "inset"
inta the green belt this would help to regulate future expansion.
Therefore the Green Belt boundary should be moved further to the

east.

Another pressure area is Kirk Delghton near Wetherby. Development
has taken place within Wetherby and in the parish of Kirk Deighton
adjacent to the town. Leeds City Council are considering allocat-
ing mora land to the west of the town, and this indicates that
more housing §s required in this area, There remains only a small
gap between Wetherby and Kirk Deighton which would benefit from
green belt protection. |f the green belt was extended irmediately
to the north of Kirk Delghton this could transfer development
pressures to the nearby villages of North Deighton and Little
Ribston. It is proposed to include these villages within the
green belt, and use the River Widd and the Al trunk road as clear-

ly defined boundaries.

in Selby Piscrict there are a number aof villages immediately
outside the green belt where housing development has taken place
in response to demands arising largely from West Yorkshire. A
small extension of the green belt to Include villages such as
thurch Fenton and Menk Frysten would provide a greater degree

of control for these villages, and help to achieve the Structure
Plan aim of reducing the scale and pace of development (Fig. 3).
Te the east of Monk Fryston, aleng the AG63, Hambleton and Thorpe
vi1loughby have expanded but it is not feasible to include both
these villages as the green belt would then extend to the out-
skirts of Selby and this would conflict with the palicies in

thi Structure Flan,



Selby District Council have prepared a local plan for Sherburn In
Elmet and South Milford, It is nat practical for this plan to
review the green belt boundary without considering the broader
implications outside the plan area, Therefore at present this

local plan confirms the existing boundary.

In South Yorkshire the Secretary of State has approved extensions
of the green belt eastwards to the Doncaster/Selby main rai lway
line. He requires a compatible boundary to be adopted in the
southern part of Selby District.

The route of the East Coast Main Line diversion together with the ™
River Wharf provide a feasible and unmistakable boundary for the

green belt in Selby though it is not ideal as Thorpe Wil loughby

would lie immediately outside the green belt. Nevertheless it

seems to be the most suitable boundary. 1t would be Inappropriate

'L.ﬂ extend the green belt to include Kellington, Eggborcugh and

Whitley Bridge as the 1imited development which may take place in

these villages is not compatible with the green belt restrictions.
Therefore na changes are proposed to the green belt in this area.

The approved policy fn the Structure Plan confirms that the City

of York should be surrounded by a green belt extending about six

miles from the city centre. I {
-

70 the north of the city in Ryedale District the present extent of

the green belt is generally acceptable. There has been no major

deve lopment immediately ocutside the green belt and although some

villages such as Sutton on the Forest and Easingwold attract York

commiters, they are toe far from the City to be included (Fig. &).

In Hambleton District, Shipton is outside the green belt but
thore are many similarities to willages in Ryedale which are
“inset" into the present green belt. It is five mi les from the
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city centre and there are good communications. One site has been
allocated for future housing by the District Council and al though
at present there are constraints which restrict any major expansion
the village may experience pressure for more housing as sites in
nearby villages are developed. Therefore it is proposed to include
shipton in the green belt.

There is no generally accepted boundary for the green belt ta the
west of York, so it is necessary te start from first principles.
Nether Poppleton and Upper Poppleton have steadily expanded during
the past twenty years and there is now only a small gap between
these willages and York. Although part of this area is reserved
for road proposals, it should nevertheless be included within the

green belt.

There has only bean limited development to the west of York recent ly.
Rufforth expanded during the 1360%s and there could be Ffuture dev-
elopment pressures when the York and Ruffarth by-passes are con<
structed. Therefore it is proposed to Include this village in the
green belt. To the south of York, Copmantharpe and Bishoptharpe

are commuter villages which should alse be included. This will help
ts maintain the open areas between the villages and the City of Yark.

Appleton Roebuck is & more marginal case, Although the village has
s teadi |y expanded, access Lo York is by minor roads. I1f the
village was included in the green belt this would produce an
unnecessarily extensive green belt and leave a small gap between
the York and West Yorkshire Green Belts, Therefore It is not pro-

posed to include Appleton Roebuck in the green belt.

A slgnificant proportion of residents Tn Escrick and Wheldrake work
in York. The villages are easily accessible to the City, and it

is considered that they should remain within the green belt. At
present the green belt exteénds about B miles from the city centre

-



and includes the small willages of Stillingfleet, Kelfield and
Thorganby. These are situated on minor roads and they are not
primarily commuter villages. It is proposed to delete the green
belt from this area. The existing policies of the District and
County Councils will ensure that the present character of these

villages is maintained and that no major development occurs.

The River Derwent forms the eastern boundary of the green belt

and no changes are proposed.

U720



INSET BOUNDARIES

Although there is a general presumption against most forms of
deve lopment within the green belt, there are certain towns,
villages and industrial estates within the area identified by
the outer boundary of the green belt where significant further
development may be permitted. These areas are excluded from

the green belt.

The detailed green belt boundaries around these towns and
willages depend primarily upon the specific sites which are
allocated for development by District Councils in local plans.
Merbers of the public and other organisations will have an
opportunity to comment on these inset boundaries when the draft
iocal plans are published, However it is useful to summarise
the present position and the implications of the proposed

exiensions to the green belt,

During the past twenty years the present and former local authori-

ties have defined some inset boundaries and these are shown for
information (Figs. 2, 3 and 4). The boundaries arcund Sherburn
in Elmet and Seuth Milford have recently been reviewed by Selby
District Council, and a discussion paper about future housing and
industrial land allocations in the southern part of Ryedale
District was circulated in Movember 1980. Similar proposals for
Harrogate town will scon be available, Other local plans defin-
ing inset boundaries will be prepared during the next few years.

A complete list of local plans is in the Development Flan Scheme.

If the proposals in this discussion paper are implemented a
number of other villages would be "inset'” into the green belt.
Based on present pelicies and commitments, Pannal, Spofforth,
Harbleton, Shipton, Bishopthorpe and Copmanthorpe should be inset
villages, but it must be emphasised that this is a provisional

list which may be reviewed as local plans are prepared.
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Next Steps

This discussion paper has suggested some changes to the existing
green belt, and briefly explained the reasons for these proposals.
IT you wish to either support or object to these changes, or have
any alternative suggestions for the green belt boundary please
send your comments to:

The County Planning Officer,

Horth Yorkshire County Council,

County Hall,

Horthallerton,

Horth Yorkshire '
oL7 BaQ . )

All comments will be considered by the County Planning Committee
before any proposals are adopted by the County Council. These
could then be included-in Jocal plans prepared by District

Coungl s,

.]_I_
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LIETEQOUCT [ ON

1. in this docusent, the Creater York Authorities repors
thelir conclusions on 3 long ters development Strategy ror
Greater York. The Conclusions reflecs the views of the six
autharities = the County Council and the five Districe Councils
= Whose area, either in wvhole or in part, Co=mprises Creater
York [Figure 1],

- F he local avthorities involved have long recognised the
need o co-ordinste developsent in Creater York. The need for
an cverall approach was ACcepted by the Secretary of State for
the Envirorment in 1937 when he added to the North Yorkshire
County Structure Plan for the peried 1981-199¢& o specific
Creater York dimension, Froviding for the firs: tine a
Statutory level of provision for bousing ang exployment .

3. Since 1937, the local sutherities have been considering
the mamner in which thar level of provisien should be
distribgted throughout Creater York.

d. The lssues are Coxplex, not least because of the existence
of an approved Creen Belt arcund the City of York, the
and

s. T™his report is, tharefore, in three parta:-

PART A - sussarises the Policy framevork, particularly
that provided by the Structure Plan, identifying
the various factors that have led to the
conclusions in Pare o,

commonts be received by the Planning Officer
:?f“r.l]], mm,wwhtlrthn April,
1958,
DOOOO00
CPO&T030390,)
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= 18 -

= Plgeoncots, Buntlngton
= British Eal]l Lard, York

= loyment allecation associated with & new community
ALTERATION TD THE ETEUCTURE PLAN

4. If, following the consultation cxercise, the new community
approach is confiresd then an Alteration to the North Yorkshire
County Structure Plan vwill be necessary to accommodate the

principle. The County Council will put this work i(n hand as a
satter of priorivy.

CEEEN BELY SURJECT PLAN

i%. Fimal confirmation ¢f Creen Balt boundariea irem &
Green Belt Subject Plan. The Greater York Authorities support
the sarly isplessntation of such a Flan and tha County Council
is endertaking its preparstion. It is intended that a Draft

Fian sheald be avallable for public discussion in ths autumn of
this year.

CPOGTO0I0I90/20
420
I —— |



PAET A : THE POLICY FRAMEWORE
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The North Yorkshire County Structure Plan was first
approved In 1980. The Secretary of State accepted the County
Council's view that there should be some restraint on the scale
and pace of developsent in the County compared with thar whick
had taken place in the 1970's.

8. i0 that end, he established, rfor sach County District,
levels of development to 1991 for housing and esployment
perposes. The Secretary of State declined at that time however
to provide a specific policy framework for Greater York:
instead, he invited the appropriate authorities to further
conaider the developsent needs of the area. This was cospleated
in 1582 with the publication of the document "Policies for
Housing and Industrial Land in the Creater York Area®
(Septe=ber, 1982). Development of Clifton Moor was the main
proposal within that document.

9. In approving the Structure Plan, the Sscretary of State
alsoc confirmed a Green Belt whose cuter edge wvas about € miles
from York Clity Centre.

i0. By 1585 the County Council, mindful of the need to address
development requiresents in the County beyond 1991, submitted
Alteration No.l to the Structure Plan which extended the Flan
period to 1996. The strategy of reducing past rates of
developmsent was again confirmed by the Secretary of State when
be approved Altsration No. 1 in 1987. Mare Y, the
Secretary of State recognised the particular needs of Greater
Ffork and added to the appropriate Structure Flan policies a
Greater York dimensicn. Guidelines for beth housing and
esgloyment purposes were estabh]ighed.

il. Between 1981 and 1996 there is a requirement to provide
about 5,100 dwellings and some 215 acres of land for industry.

LOCAL PLANS

ii. The decision of the Secretary of State to include a
Greater York dimension in the Structure Plar alded the move
towards the preparation of local plans for Greater York, which
will translate the provisions of the Structurs Plan inteo
specific proposals.

13. The preparation of local plans requires, however, further
cc-ordination as several issues cross District Council
boundaries: for axasple, the msost appropriate locations for new
housing and esploysent. In any event, final decisicns on these
Batters require confirsation of the long tarm boundaries of the
York Green Belt. Therefore, only limited progress bas so far
been made on statutory local plans in the Greater York area.

THE YORK GREEM BELY

14. Frior to the local government boundary changes of 1974, the
Greater York Area as presently defined was divided betveen four
umritiu*mtmhn.mmmmiﬂm
Councils and the city of York. In response to a government
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request during the late 1350*s, each County authority defined
4 Grean Belt for its part of the Greater York Area which,
together. formed the York Creen Belt. No overall co-ordinated
approach to defining Green Belt boundaries was, howvever,
adopted.

13. The Greater York Autherities are committed to the
principle of the York Green Belt. National policy in respect
of Green Belts has besen clearly set down in various Circulars
and Cuidance Nctes since 135s, Most recently, PRG2 States
that, while recognising the need tp Provide sufficient housing
and esployment, Green Belts have five purposes:-

{c) To prevent neighbouring towns from merging ints one another;
(d) To preserve the special character of historic towns; and
fe) To assist in arban regenaration.

16. These cbjectives are accepted by the Greater York
Authorities.

i7. The Creen Belt alsc has a positive role in Froviding
opportunities for local Feople to have access to open
:mntrr:idi around the urban area. Recently, the Greater York
Authorities hlﬂl:t.dtnmphunlﬂn_tnth
mtmiﬂ-thruughth-utnulﬂ-n:utmmrnrt
Countryside Management Project.

18. The recently published Departmsent of the Environmsent
boocklet, "Creen Belts®, specifically identifies the main

purpose of the York Green Balt as being to safegquard the

special character of the historie City, which sight be

providing links with open land running into the built-up area

19. These ‘green wedges' ﬁi:hmlﬂuthnmmnrthﬂtr
are of particular importance - for exa=pls, along the A19 at
Clifton, at New Earswick/Huntingten, Heworth Without,
Fulford/Heslington and Nunthorpe (Figure 2). The Green Balt
has also helpad to protect the identity of individual

ACHIEVING A GREEN BELT SURJECT PLAN

40. A review of the York Green Belt should establish

ies capable of lasti unchanged feor sany years. Such an
eExarcise does, however, r-q:?.m. agresment on the location af
developsent in the longer term which will provide the framevork
for the Subject Plan. It has been necessary, therefore, to
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ESTABLISHING LOWG TERM CREEN BELT ROUNDAR]ES

1. Green Belts enjoy massive Public support and inspire
public confidance. The boundaries of Creen Belts require &
cbstantial degres of persanence. Once dafined, Sreen Belt
pouncaries should not be the subject of ghore Tarm asandzant.
It is clear that the York Grees Belt which has served Craater
Tork 50 well over the last 30 years now needs to he re—exanined
in order to define boundaries which can endure wvell into the
naxt ceatury.

22. Under noraal circusstances, local Plans would be the m=eans
of achleving this end. In Greater York, however, a large
nusber of individuoal local plans for parts of five Districe
Council areas would nesed to be brought forward simultanecusly.
There would not, however, be an overall assesssent of the

Tork Green Belt. In these circusstances, the Craater York
Astherities belisve that the only msans of securing an early
review of the Creen Belt is throogh & Grean Belt Subject Plan
prepared by the County Coumcil in conjunction with Districe
Councils. This will, in one exercise, review the entire Creen
Balt.

ASSESSING LAND REQUIREMENTS

23. The approved County Structure Flan provides the framework
for ldentifying land needs up to 1996. Beyond 199€, the end
date of the Strocture Plan, there is as yet no approved
strategic frameworik.

4. In looking beyond 1996, the Greater York Authorities are
svare that the Secretary of 5tate as recently as 1987 confirmed
that the Structure Flan strategy of restraint is the
sppropriate way for the County, including GCreater York, to
develop until such time as the Structurs Plan is reviewed.
Until a reviev is undertaken there is no agreed basis feor
departing from current approved policies.

33. As far as Greater York is concernmed, thersfore, it is
considered that the general philcsophy of developsent restraint
szbodied in the approved Structure Flam to 1996 should be the
basis of the longer term strategy. It is not considered
Appropriate to further restrict development or to increase the
rate of development above that already catered for.

6. In general terms, the approved mumeric policies for
Greater York are proposed to be rolled forward into the poOET=
19%€ pariod. Furthermore, 1006 is considered to be the
sppropriate end-date for the longer term strategy, there being
no sound statistical basis for assessing the post-2006
fequirement. Consideration has also been given to whether the
long ters cbjective of a redefined Creen Belt can be
sccommodated within a 2006 timescale.

i7. In ocutlining the basis of the strategy to 2006,
consideration has been given to the particular trends in
Greater York in recent years concerning the use of land for
industry. Contimuation of thas isplisd anmmual ratas of
industrisl developsent in the approved Structure Planm to 2008
wiild require a further 140 acres of land for industrial

«» & numsber of factors should, however, be borrne in
nimds-
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(a) Theare is a need to provide land not only for Industry but
also for other eaploymsent uses - €.5 offices, research and
developaent. Legal changes in 1987 (to the Use Classes
Crder) mean that buildinga can change between these uges
BuUCh scre easily than before.

(0] Land previcusly allocated for industry in Greater York has
oeon used for other PUrpoSes e.9. retailing.

(€] Moch of the *industrial® land actually taken up in recent
Years has been by firms relocating from the City Centre
T creating few new jobs in the Frocess since vacated

sites have largely been redeveloped for other uses, such

(d) The e=ploysent base in Greater fork is changing, with
growtih In the service sector and decline in the
mancofacturing sector. This requires a greatsr degree of
flexibility than was hitherto the case.

i8. It s considersd 2PFropriate, therefore, to procesd to
1006 on the bEasis of land required for gmployment rathsr than
for lodustry. Dearing thig in mind, together with the factars
Above, it is suggested that, Sp to 2006, provision should be
made for about 150 acres of land for smploysent purposes. oOf
this, 130 acres is recomsended to be avallable to 159&.

i%. This docussnt lists specific sites conzidered suitakle for
82D iCYDent purposes pre=199¢< (Faras 40 and 41) and post 1596
{psfa 73). 1In sddition, it is alsec intanded to investigate two
other sites in the context ef a Crean Balt Subject Flan to
deternine whether or not thers is a case for employment related
development in these locations. Both sites are in the York
GCreen Belt:-

London Eridge is Partly in Selby District and partly in
York City. Boroughbridge Road s locsted in Harrogate
District.

10, In terms of housing and e=ployment, tharefore, the
stiratagy smakes the following provision:-

(a) UP IO 1996
(i) Housing

31. The approved Structure PFlan requires the provision of

iand for about 9. 100 new dwellings over the period 1981-9&.
“hen completions, planning permissions and the anticipated
contribotion of saall sites have been taken into account, thare
‘E & residual requirement for about 400 dvallings. This
repressants an area of about 40 acTes.

32. It is now evident however that more dwellings have in face
been provided on ‘windfall* sites within the urban area than
fad previcusly beasn anticipated. As a result, the residual
tequiresant identified in Para. 31 above can in theory be
reduced. There is, however, little scope in practice for
Pestponing development on those sites proposed for housing up
£o 1996 listed in paragraph 35 below. As a result, the total
Scale of residential develcpment in the Creater York area to
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1956 may well axceed the housing groweh guidelines in the
approved Structure Plan. Thia situation reflects the larger
than anticipated scale of development and redevelopment which
has occcurred within the orsan area. Consaquentially,

further development on additional Peripheral sites will not be
sppropriate in the period to 199&,

31. The overall provision o 1006 of 350 acres of land for
-:plﬁrhmtmrpuunﬂd:ltnh-phn:-ntumunlﬂuﬂy
supply of land. ©On this basis, therefore, (= is proposed to
make provision for 150 acres up to 1996.

(b) mm_lﬂﬁ:zm
(1) Housing Land

J4. Mdepting the sane annual rate of growth for the pariod
1596-2006 as is embodied in the approved Structure Plan {9,100
dwellings from 1981~-1996] establishes a2 requiresent for about
6,100 dwellinga. From this, hovever, sust be deducted the
contribution likely to be made by small sites (of less than 24

arcund 1,600 dwellings. New land will need to be identified,
however, need carsful monitoring. In addition, the effect of

hev information, for exasplie on househald forsation rates, will
have Tto be taken ints aACCOouUnt.

15. Post-1596, the Strategy provides for a furthar 200 acres
of land for esployment parposes. This provision will also need
careful reviev and menitoring.

CPO&J 030190/ Ll_g?)




FART B : FROVISION TO 199
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WORE ON LOCAL PLANS

8. iIn reaching a conclusion on the amcunt gngd locaticn of
land required up to 1996, the Greater vork Authorities have B
available a considerable Body of work EnCertaken in parts gf
Greater York, Particularly soutk Pyedale and Sorth Selby, in
the early stages of local plan Preparation. This has proved
invaluable in Providing detajled information on a miimber of
sites.

37. Particularly helpful has been the realisaticn that the
provision of the extra 40 acres of land for Bousing op to 1998
can be achieved withoyr adversely Affecting the Creen Belt. uUp
Lo 1996 therefore the Strategy largely continues past Practice
of identifying a limited number of paripheral sites vhich do
not conflict with Green Belt policies.

JE. Thas foellowing aites Are proposed for residential
developsent to 1996 (Figure I)jz=

Foxwood, York 10 acres
British Rail lard 4t Clifton Depot, YTork 10 acres
Westpit Lane, Strensall, Fyedale i4 acres
South of Beckside, Elvington, Selhy 3.8 acres
North Lane, ¥heldrake, Selby 2-6 acres
Sack Lane South, ¥haldrake, Selby 1.5 acres

33. A further area of 19 acres has been STanted planning
permissicn, on APPeal, at Manor Lane, Rawclirre,

Mﬂmlni

i0. The following sites [which accord with local authority
intentions] should pPartly or wholly contribute towards the land
required for eEployment Purposes to 19%6. (Figure 3)

= York University Science Park. Salby i1 acres
= Foss Islandyg, York 15 acres
= Clifton Moor/Water Lane, Ryedale 25 acres
= Millfield Lane, Poppleton, Rarrogate S5 acres
= Cliften Besplical ([offices), Up to 40 arres
Ryedale