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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, I have extensive experience of 
involvement in the Plan-making process. However, in the past I 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 I do not consider I have ever presented a case which 
I regard as not being based on a sound professionally foundation, free from bias or 
deliberately withheld evidence, I appreciate that the involvement has been from a limited 
perspective. 
 
In preparing this submission, I have not acted for any client but am motivated to undertake 
the work at my personal expense and in my personal time. I do so primarily for two reasons:  
 

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

 
• In those circumstances I feel a sense of responsibility to the wider community within 

which I lived and a sense of duty to place my accumulated knowledge and 
experience to benefit what I consider a most important issue, the appropriate 
resolution of a green belt for the historic City of York. 
 

I made a pledge to myself at the outset of this task, that should I accept any instructions to 
act for a client in this process, I 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, I 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. 
 
1.1.1 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: 

 
• The main objection, identified as the Response, which is set out in Chapters 

preceded by a Preface. 
 

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

 
• 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. 

 
1.1.2 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. 

 
1.1.3 The Response then addresses the type and nature of policies which the PDLP omits 

but should properly contain. 
 
1.1.4 The Response relates these objections to other policies in the PDLP, particularly 

those relating to development land allocations. 
 
1.1.5 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. 

 
1.1.6 Within the Response, the issue of how those objections might be addressed is 

considered in relation to soundness with regard to the following criteria: - 
• compliance with the legal and regulatory framework for Local Plans, 
• the assessment of the PDLP being positively prepared, 
• the assessment of the PDLP being positively justified, 
• the assessment of the PDLP being positively effective, 
• the assessment of the PDLP being positively consistent with national policy. 
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1.2.0 Navigation of the Response. 
 
1.2.1 The Response is indexed in the three main sections: 

• the principal response containing a Preface, Index of Contents and the Response 
set out in 6 Chapters, 

 
• The Appendices review specific underlying issues or events, analyse and 

appraise them leading to conclusions upon which the Response rests, and 
 
• 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. 

 
1.2.2 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. 

 
1.2.3 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 unique 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. 

 
1.2.4 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’. 

 
1.2.5 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.  Ax1i page ## is a reference to Annexe 1, Section 1 (which is 
Circular 14/84) followed by the sequential page number within the total submission. 
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1.3.0 The Appendices 
 
1.3.1 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. 

 
1.3.2 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. 

 
1.3.3 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. 

 
1.3.4  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. 

 
1.3.5 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. 

 
1.3.6 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. 

 
1.3.7 As examples of such policy changes: 
  

• 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, 
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• 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. 

 
1.3.8 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. 

 
1.3.9 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. 

 
1.4.0 Acronyms & Glossary 
 
1.4.1 At Appendix 8, Section 2, is set out a list of acronyms and a glossary of terms used in 

the response. 
 
1.4.2 The acronyms are listed in alphabetical order. 
 
1.4.3 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. 

 
1.4.4 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 II ix). 
This document forms part of the development plan for the City of York and is 
referred to as the RSS Revocation Order. 
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1.4.5 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. 

 
1.5.0    The Maps  
 
1.5.1    The various Maps referred to in this Response are set out in Annexe 5.  
 
1.5.2  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.  
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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.  

 
OS 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. 
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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: 

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

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

 
• 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. 

 
• 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. 
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1.6.5 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. 

 
1.6.6 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. 

 
1.6.7 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. 

 
1.6.8 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. 

 
1.6.9  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.  

 
1.7.0 The Form & Content of this Response. 
 

8 
 



 

1.7.1  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. 

 
1.7.2 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. 

 
1.7.3 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. 

 
1.7.4    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  

 
1.7.5    Chapter 5 addresses an objection in relation to Section 8 of the PDLP.  
 
1.7.6 Chapter 6 summarises the objections overall and relates them to the tests of 

soundness.  
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CHAPTER 2 - THE GREEN BELT POLICY OF THE PDLP 

 
2.1.0 Overview. 
 
2.1.1 The PDLP is required to deliver Secondary Policy in respect of the YGB.                  
 
2.1.2 The Secondary Policy has to be in conformity with the Primary Policy.  

 
2.1.3 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.  

 
2.1.4 The Primary Policy is set out in the Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber 

(Partial Revocation) Order 2013 (Annexe II xi page 373) which has to be read in 
conjunction with the Key Diagram of the RSS adopted May 2008 (Annexe V ix). 

 
2.1.5 National Policy is respect of plan-making in relation to establishing Secondary Policy 

is set out in paragraphs 81-86 of the NPPF.  
 
2.1.6    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.  

 
2.1.7 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. 
 
2.1.8    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. 

 
2.1.9   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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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. 

 
2.1.10 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 I 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). 

 
2.1.11 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. 

 
2.2.0 The baseline analysis. 
 
2.2.1 The baseline evidence and analysis which underpins this Chapter is that set out at 

Appendices 1 to 5. 
 
2.2.2 Each Appendix addresses a specific topic, reviews relevant material, analyses it and 

the draws conclusions. 
 
2.2.3 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. 

 
2.3.0 Green Belt policy required in the PDLP 
 
2.3.1 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 decisión 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 
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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 : 

• 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. 
 

• 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. 

 
• 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. 

 
• 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. 

 
• 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. 

 
• 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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2.4.1 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. 

 
2.4.2 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. 

 
2.4.3 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. 

 
2.4.4 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. 

 
2.5.0 The Purpose of the YGB 
 
2.5.1 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.  

 
2.5.2 The purpose set out at Policy YH9C 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. 

 
2.5.3 The purpose for the Green Belt set out in the PDLP is stated to be:  
 

• 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.’  

 
• At para 1.50 it refers to the policy at YH9C but attributes this to the outer 

boundary as well as the inner boundary  
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• 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. 

 
• 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.  

 
• 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 It is apparent from these references that:  
 

• 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.  

 
• 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. 

 
• The relating of the policy purpose of YH9C to the outer boundary is 

without foundation. Accordingly, para 1.50 of the PDLP is incorrect.  
 

• As to Policy SS.2 of the PDLP, the wording should be amended by deleting 
‘primary’ 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.  
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2.5.5 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 :   

 
• 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.  

 
• 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 YH9C.  

 
2.5.6 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.  

 
2.6.0 The Outer Boundary  
 
2.6.1 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. 

 
2.6.2  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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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.  

 
2.6.3     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. 

 
2.6.4 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. 

 
2.7.0 Inner Boundary  
 
2.7.1 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. 

 
2.7.2  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.  

 
2.7.3 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 I 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.  

 
2.7.4    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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2.7.5 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 
área of the YGB prescribed in PPG2 1988. That área must carry significant weight 
because it is the only assessment of the área of the YGB made before subsequent 
statistics were solely base don the outcome of the unsound 1991 YGBLP proposals.  

 
2.7.6 The approach in the Plan is unsound and without evidential justification. 
 
2.7.7 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.  

 
2.8.0 The Settlements  
 
2.8.1 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. 

 
2.8.2 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. 

 
2.8.3    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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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. 

 
2.8.4 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..  

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

settlements.  
 
2.8.6 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.  

 
2.8.7 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 carácter 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. 

 
2.8.8 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.  

 
2.9.0 Safeguarded Land.  
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2.9.1 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.  

 
2.9.2 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.  

 
2.9.3 An important issues which requires to be resolved is the urban form beyond the 

existing urban core.  If York is to Project the carácter 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. 

 
2.10.0 Green Wedges 
 
2.10.1 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. 

 
2.10.4 It is submitted that this approach should be explored and until an alternative 

approach is considered the PDLP is not justified. 
 
2.11.0 Conclusions. 
 
2.11.1 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. 

 
2.11.2 A broad objection is made to the PDLP Proposals for Green Belt designation on the 

basis that: 
 

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

• 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. 

 
2.11.2 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. 

 
2.11.3 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. 

 
2.11.4 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.  

 
2.11.5 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. 

 
2.11.6 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. 

 
2.11.7 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. 

 
2.11.8 The PDLP should define the centre of York in order to demonstrate how Policy Y1. 

C.1 has been implemented. 
 
2.11.9 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. 

 
2.11.10 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. 

 
2.11.11 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.  
 
2.11.12  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.  

 
2.11.13 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.  

 
 
 
 
 
  

22 
 



 

CHAPTER 3 - THE EVIDENCE BASE 
 

3.1.0   Overview.  
 
3.1.1 Para. 158 of the NPPF is the first para. under a sub section headed ‘using a 

proportionate evidence base’.                  
 
3.1.2    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.  

 
3.1.3 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. 

 
3.1.4 The evidence base of the LPA comprises 5 documents being:  
 

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

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

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

Council  
 

• Historic Character and Setting Update (2011)  
 

• Historic Character and Setting Technical Paper Update (2013)  
 
3.1.5    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.  

 
3.1.6    The Historic Character & Setting Papers of 2011 and 2013 are express to supplement 

the 2003 material.  
 
3.1.7    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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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.  

 
3.1.8 The 1991 YGBLP was not an evidence-based plan nor was the 1998 Plan.  
 
3.1.9 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. 

 
3.1.10 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 IV 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.  

 
3.2.0 Relevant Considerations   
 
3.2.1 The MHCLG provide guidance for the clarity in production and deliverability of Local 

Plans.  
 
3.2.2 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#para158) 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.  

 
3.2.3 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. 

 
3.2.4 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.  

 
3.2.5 A key issue here is that in respect of the Green Belt proposals the policy has to 

conform with the Primary Policy.  
 
3.2.6         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.  

 
3.2.7 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. 

 
3.2.8    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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3.2.9    The LPA do hold some relevant experience upon which policies could be based that is 

the Final Report of the ECUS in 2000 (Annexe IV 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.  

 
3.2.10 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. 

 
3.2.11  The proposals in the PDLP in respect of Green Belt indicate two factors which affect 

the general extent specifically, namely:  
 

• 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 

 
• It 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.  

 
3.2.12 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.  

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

 
3.3.2   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.  

 
3.3.3    It follows that this evidence does not justify the proposals of the PDLP.  
 
3.3.4   The Technical Reports of 2011 and 2013 again are merely documents to amend or 

augment the inappropriate and misdirected evidence of 2003.  
 
3.3.5    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.  

 
3.3.6    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.  

 
3.3.7   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).  

 
3.3.8   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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3.4.0    Conclusions 
 
3.4.1   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.  

 
3.4.2 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’. 

 
3.4.3 The evidence base does not set out the exceptional circumstances required to justify 

certain of the proposed designations.  
 
3.4.4   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.  

 
3.4.5    The consequence of these findings is that the PDLP is not justified.  
 
3.4.6 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. 

 
3.4.7 There is no evidence base to justify an absence of safeguarded land.      
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

28 
 



 

 
CHAPTER 4 – GREEN BELT POLICIES AND ALLOCATIONS.  

 
4.1.0    Overview.  
 
4.1.1   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.               

 
4.1.2   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.  

 
4.1.3 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.  

 
4.1.4 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.  

 
4.1.5    Section 10 of the PDLP raises two questions 
 

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

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

 
4.2.0    Green Belt Policies – Sectin 10 of the PDLP.  
 
4.2.1   The analysis in this section relates to the PDLP policy proposals in Section 10 of the 

PDLP.  
 
4.2.2    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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4.2.3   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.  

 
4.2.4    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.  

 
4.2.5     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.  

 
4.3.0     Inappropriate Allocations 
  
4.3.1    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.  

 
4.3.2    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.  

 
4.3.3   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.  

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

soundly based:  
 

ST7:     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.  

 
 
ST 14:   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.  

 
ST 15:   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.  

 
ST2:      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.  

 
4.3.5     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 

31 
 



 

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.  

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

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

• 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.  

 
4.4.2 The conclusión 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 versión of the Key Diagram at Annexe V xiv. 
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CHAPTER 5 – DESIGN & HERITAGE POLICIES.  
 

5.1.0    Overview.  
 
5.1.1    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.  
 
5.1.2   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. 

 
5.1.3   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.  

 
5.2.0    Design and Form Policies  
 
5.2.1   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.  

 
5.2.2    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.  

 
5.2.3   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)’  

 
5.2.4   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.  

 
5.2.5   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.  

 
5.2.6   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.  

 
5.2.7   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.  
 
5.2.8   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.  

 
5.3.0    Heritage Policies.  
 
5.3.1  The policies should identify the evidence base against which development control 

decisions affecting heritage assets will be made.  
 
5.3.2     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.  

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

• 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. 
 

• 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.  
 

6.1.0    Overview.  
 
6.1.1   This chapter draws together the objections set out in this Response and attaches to 

each objection the appropriate test of soundness which is applicable. 
 
6.1.2    The objections are set out under 4 headings which comprise:  
 

• The Green Belt designations of the PDLP.  
 

• The development land allocations of the PDLP.  
 

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

• The Placemaking, design and heritage policies of Section 8 of the PDLP.  
 
6.1.3   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.  

 
6.1.4   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.  

 
6.1.5    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:  
 

• The proposals for the outer boundary,  
 

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

• The inset boundaries,  
 

• The provision of safeguarded land, and  
 

• 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:  

 
• The PDLP cannot deliver a sustainable pattern of development as envisaged by 

para. 84 of the NPPF,  
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• It 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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6.4.0    Green Belt development control.  
 
6.4.1   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.  

 
6.4.2    Policies GB1, 3 & 4 should be deleted and GB2 requires an evidence base which 

allows it to be implemented with clarity and certainty.  
 
6.5.0    Design & Heritage.  
 
6.5.1    The PDLP produces proposals which are juxta-opposed in the form of ‘Compact City’ 

and ‘Garden City’ concepts.  
 
6.5.2  The PDLP needs to provide both clarity on this ambitious approach to design and 

placemaking and clearer local based design policy and guidance.  
 
6.5.3    On heritage issues the PDLP seeks to re-state National policy which is inappropriate 

for a Local Plan.  
 
6.6.0    The Objections as a whole.  
 
6.6.1    It is submitted that the fundamental misconception of the Green Belt designation 

goes to the root of the PDLP structure and renders it unsound.  
 
6.6.2    The unnecessary repetition of national policy is inappropriate for a Local Plan.  
 
6.6.3   The local policies on Place-making and design are without the necessary clarity for 

decision making.  
 
6.6.4    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. 

 
1.0 Overview. 
 
1.1 This Appendix reviews the structure of Local Government in the Greater York Area 

(GYA) between 1955 and to date. 
 
1.2 There are three main eras within the overall timeframe : 

• 1955 to 1974, 
 

• 1974 to 1996, and 
 

• 1996 to date. 
 

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

 
2.0 1955 to 1974. 
 
2.1 The primary planning jurisdiction in the GYA during this period was divided between 

four Local Planning Authorities. 
 
2.2 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. 

 
2.3 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.  

 
3.0 1974 to 1996. 
 
3.1 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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3.2 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. 

 
3.3 The planning powers of the second-tier authorities were increased and they became 

responsible for development control and Local Plan making. 
 
3.4 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.   

 
3.5 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. 

 
3.5 The Structure Plan was approved in 1980 and altered in 1987 and 1989 then 

replaced with a revised Structure Plan in 1995. 
 
3.6 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.  

 
4.0 From 1996. 
 
4.1 Further restructuring arose in 1996 when the York City Council was expanded to 

form a new unitary authority the City of York Council (CoYC). 
 
4.2 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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4.3 The 2004 legislation provided for Structure Plans to be replaced by Regional Spatial 
Strategies. 

 
4.4 The RSS policies for Yorkshire and the Humber were adopted in May 2008. 
 
4.5 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. 

 
4.6 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. 
 
5.0 The Greater York Area. 
 
5.1 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. 

 
5.2 The Map below indicates the area of the GYA as defined by the NYCC in 1979. There 

is also a large-scale Map at Annexe V ii. It was not recognised by the Secretary of 
State until 1987. 

 
5.3 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.  

 
5.4 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.  

 
5.4 The GYA Study (Annexe III 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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6.2 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. 
 
6.3 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.   

 
6.4 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. 

 
6.5 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 

 
6.6 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.  

 
6.7 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. 

 
6.8 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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6.9 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 : 

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

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

 
6.10 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. 

 
6.11 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. 

 
6.12 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 : 

• The 1962 Booklet - The Green Belts, (Annexe I ii)  
 

• The Decision Letter to the NYCSP 1980, (Annexe II iii)  
 

• Answer to a Parliamentary Question on the 8th of November 1988, and 
 

• The Booklet - The Green Belts published 1988, (Annexe I iv)  

 
6.13 Equally the local view on the purpose of the YGB to constrain development pressures 

is recorded by the fact of : 
• The production of sketch plan schemes for rural authorities such as the 

Flaxton Town Map. 
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• The NYCC Report of Surveys 1979, (Annexe II 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.   

 
• The NYCC 1980 Written Statement (Annexe II ii) which only refers to the 

purpose of the YGB in restraining urban sprawl. 
 

• The 1981 NYCC Discussion Paper (Annexe III 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) 

 
• The Greater York Study, (Annexe III 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 
Annexe III ii page 431). 

 
• 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. 

 

6.14 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 I 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. 

 

6.15 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. 

 

6.16 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.  

 

6.17 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. 

 

6.18 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. 

 

6.19 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. 

 

7.0 Conclusions 

 
7.1 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. 

 
7.2 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.  

 
7.3 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.] 
 
7.4 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 
 

1.0 Overview 
 
1.1 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. 

 
1.2 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’. 

 
1.3 There is then set out a review of the underlying documents relating to these policies 

and the documents themselves are at Annexe I. 
 
1.4 The review is followed by an analysis from which conclusions are drawn. 
 
1.5 Annexe I 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. 

 
2.0 Review of Material at Annexe I 
 
2.1 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. 

 
2.2 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’. 

 
2.3 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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2.4 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. 

 
2.5 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. 

 
2.6 A Government publication by the Ministry of Housing & Local Government (MHLG), 

Circular 42/55, was issued in August 1955 (Annexe I i page 28) provided a 
framework for establishing policy-lead green belts and development control policy 
within such designations. 

 
2.7 A subsequent Circular, 50/57, added advice on setting boundaries, inset settlements 

and those to be washed-over (Annexe I i page 131). 
 
2.8 In 1962 the MHLG issued a booklet which had the aim to explain the reasons for 

green belt policy to inform public opinion (Annexe I 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.  

 
2.9 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. 

 
2.10 The 1972 Act consolidated the legislation and produced a clear imperative for 

providing district-wide local plans. 
 
2.11 Circular 14/84 (Annexe I 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. 

 
2.12 Planning Policy Guidance, PPG2 – Green Belts 1988 was published (Annexe I 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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2.13 The Department of the Environment re-issued the Booklet – Green Belts in 1988 but 
in a revised form. (Annexe I 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. 

 
2.14 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. 

 
2.15 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. 

 
2.16 In 1993 the Department of Environment issued a research booklet entitled ‘The 

Effectiveness of Green Belts’ which appraised policy and its impacts. (Annexe I 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. 

 
2.17 In 1995 a revised version of PPG2 is issued (Annexe I 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. 

 
2.18 In January 2001 the ODPM issued a Main Report on the topic of Strategic Gaps and 

Green Wedges policy in Structure Plans (Annexe I 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. 

 
2.19 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 
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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. 

 
2.20 In 2001 a further version of PPG2 – Green Belts 2001 was issued (Annexe I 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.  

 
2.21 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. 

 
2.22 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. 

 
2.23 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. 

 
2.24 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 I x page 302). 

 
2.25 The RSS is partially revoked and the RSS Revocation Order (Annexe II xi pages 399) 

sets out the policy saved in respect of the York Green Belt. There is an Explanatory 
Memorandum at (Annexe II xii page 402)  

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

resource. This partly consolidated previously-cancelled advice. (Annexe I x). 
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2.27 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. 

 
3.0 Analysis. 
 
3.1 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. 

 
3.2 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. 

 
3.3 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.  

 
3.4 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. 

 
3.5 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. 

 
3.6 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: 

 
• 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. 
 

• 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. 

 
• 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) 

 
3.7  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).’  
 

3.8  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.  
 

3.9 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.  

 
3.10 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. 

 
3.11 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.  

 
3.12 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.   

 
3.13 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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3.14 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 : 

• 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 safeguard 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. 
 

3.15 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. 

 
3.16 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. 

 
3.17 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. 

 
3.18 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. 

 
3.19 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. 

 
3.20 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. 

 
3.21 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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3.22 The Report also considered issues relating to inset villages and safeguarded land 

which are addressed later in this submission.  
 
3.23 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. 

 
3.24 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. 

 
3.25 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. 

 
3.26 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. 

 
3.27 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. 

 
3.28 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 : 

• Retaining land for agriculture or forestry is no longer a land use objective, 
 

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

 
• New Green Belts should only be established in exceptional circumstances. 

 
3.29 [material on the current Planning Practice Guidance] 
 
4.0 An Analysis of Policy at Key Dates. 
 
4.1 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. 

 
4.2 It is considered that this exercise is necessary for two reasons : 
 

• 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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• Secondly justifications for approaches in the PDLP are on occasions both in 
Proposals and Objections/Representations based on previous plan material 
or decisions. 

 
4.3 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. 

 
4.4 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 

 
5.0 Conclusions. 
 
5.1 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.  

 
5.2 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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APPENDIX 3 – PRIMARY POLICY 
 

1.0 Overview. 
 
1.1 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.  

 
1.2 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.  
 

1.3 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.  

 
1.4 Each era is reviewed below and the evidence base for this Appendix is principally 

that at Annexe II. 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.  

 
2.0 Material at Annexe II 
 
2.1 The material at II i to II 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 II ii to II 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.  

 
2.2 Items II v to II 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. 

 
2.3 Item II viii sets out the 1995 version of the Green Belt Primary Policy. This has 

relevance to the analysis in Appendix 4.  
 
2.4 Item II 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 VIII x is considered for completeness.  

 
2.5 Items II x to II 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 II 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 
quotes from the MHLG Booklet the Green Belts at internal para 12.77 
relating to another Green Belt, partly within North Yorkshire it does not 
quote 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    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.  

 
2.9 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. 

 
2.10 The adopted policy in the NYCSP 1980 incorporates these modifications. The Plan 

states no purpose for the YGB.  
 

2.11 The relevance of the material at Annexe II 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.  

 
2.12   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.  

 
2.13    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 II x page 381 relates to the formulation of the RSS Policy. 

This considered here by the actual Primary Policy as set out at Annexe II 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. 

 
2.15     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 II 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 

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

• 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.  
 

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

 
2.17      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 II x page 390.  

 
2.18    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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3.0 Sketch Plan Proposals. 
 
3.1 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. 

 
3.2 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.  

 
3.3 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. 

 
3.4 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. 

 
3.5 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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3.6       It is even more amazing to note the CoY LP 1998 also in its introduction at internal 
page (ii) (Annexe III ix page 584) also acknowledge these sketch plans.  

 
4.0 The NYCSP Policy. 
 
4.1 The first form of Primary Policy was that set out in the NYCSP 1980. 
 
4.2 It is considered useful to bear in mind the following factors about this suite of 

policies on Green Belt: 
• They were prepared under National Policy set out in Circular 42/55. 

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

 
• The original consultation version proposed green belt beyond 6 miles from 

the centre of York. 
 

• The policies were subject to the approval of the Secretary of State. 
 

• The policies were not exclusively related to the YGB. 
 

4.4 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.  

 
4.5 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. 

 
4.6     Alteration No. 1 provides reinforcement to the objective that the inset settlements 

should not expand into the Green Belt.  
 
5.0 Regional Policy. 
 
5.1 Regional policy first emerged in the form of Regional Plannin Guidance issued by the 

SoS. 
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5.2 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. 

5.3 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. 

 
5.4 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 II viii page 370) 
or at all. 

 
5.5 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 II 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. 

 
5.6 What followed is indicated at Annexe II 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. 

 
5.7 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. 
 
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        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:  

• Is not evidenced based, and  
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• Is not reflected in the policy wording of the subsequently adopted 
Plan or its justification.  

 
             A.8    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.  

 
            A.9 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   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.  

 
              C.8    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 

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.  

 
 
            C.10    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.  

 
C.11 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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• 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 
 

• 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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APPENDIX 4 – SECONDARY POLICY 
 

1.0 Overview. 
 
1.1 This Appendix reviews the two previous attempts to resolve Secondary Policy for the YGB. 

These key events are :  
• The 1991 YGBLP process, and 

 
• The 1998 CoYLP process. 

 
1.2 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. 

   
1.3 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.  

 
1.4 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.  

 
1.5      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. 

 

77 
 



 

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

 
1.7       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.  

 
1.8  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.  

 
1.9       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. 

 
1.10   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 III I to viii and that for the CoYCLP 1998 at Annexe 
III ix to xv.    

 
2.0 Material at Annexe III i to viii. 
 
2.1 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.  
 
2.2 The first issue which is addressed are the events leading up to and including the 

completion of the GYS in 1990.  
 
2.3 NYCC issued a Discussion Paper in 1981 (Annexe III 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 
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incomprehensible based on the fact that the recently adopted Primary Policy as 
modified by the SoS sets it at 6 miles.  

 
2.4 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. 

 
2.5 The GYS (Annexe III 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 III ii page #). There is a plan at Annexe VII 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 III 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.  

 
2.6 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.  

 
2.7 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.  

 
2.8 The GYS set out proposals for a new settlement beyond the Green Belt to 

accommodate a significant element of the forecast development need.  
 
2.9 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.  

79 
 



 

 
2.10 The YGBLP deposit version was dated 1991 (Annexe III 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:  

 
• To allow only limited peripheral development around the built-up area in 

locations which do not conflict with the Green Belt objectives  
 

• To limit development in the villages surrounding the City 
 

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

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

 
• To obviate the need for substantial area of white-land to be identified 

around the edge of the built-up area.  
 

2.11 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. 

 
2.12     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.  

 
2.13    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.   

 
2.14     At Annexe III 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    A Proof of Evidence relating to the Inner Boundary for NYCC is at Annexe III 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.  

 
2.16    The Inspector’s Report (Annexe III 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.’  
 

2.17    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.  

 
2.18    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.   

 
2.19   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.  

 
2.20     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.  

 
2.21    At Annexe III 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 III viii page 572 is a Further Proposed 
Modification 1995, which was to delete the new settlement policy from the 
Structure Plan.  

 
3.0     Analysis of the 1991 process 
 
3.1 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 Throughout the YGBLP process the GYS strategy applied. That strategy had the 

following objectives:  
 

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

 
• 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.  

 
• to provide a new settlement beyond the YGB that would facilitate a tight 

inner boundary.  
 
3.3 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.  

 
3.4 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:  

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

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

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

 
• To dispense with the need for safeguarded land.  

 
3.5 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)  

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

 
3.7       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.  

 
3.8       No argument was presented at the Public Inquiry to challenge Green Belt 

designations beyond 6-miles.  
 
3.9       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.  

 
3.10 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:  
 

• 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.  

 
• 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.  

 
• 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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• 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.  

 
• It 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.  

 
• 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.  

 
3.11  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.  

 
4.0       Material at Annexe III ix to xv  
 
4.1       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.  

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

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

 
• that the 1998 Local Plan like the 1991 Plan contained no proposal for 

safeguarded land, and  
 

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

 
4.3      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.   

 
4.4       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.  

 
4.5     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) 

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.  

 
4.7       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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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. 

 
4.8     It is clear from a comparison of the Plans and the statement at internal para 1.17 

(Annexe III ix page 576) that the boundaries are essentially those of the 1991 Plan.  
 
4.9       There are two specific aspects of Green Belt proposals that are of significance  
 

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

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

 
4.10      The concept of a short term Green Belt was the downfall for the 1998 Plan. At 

Annexe III 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.  

 
4.11      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.  

 
4.12     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.  

 
4.13    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 III 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.  

 
5.0      Analysis of the 1998 process. 
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5.1     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:  

 
• 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  

 
• Where they were adjusted to facilitate some proposed development 

allocations.      
 
5.2        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. 

 
5.3       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 III 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.  

 
5.4      The LPA continued to address the process of resolving Secondary Policy as a ‘review’ 

which is a process that assumes Secondary Policy already exists.  
 
5.5     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: 

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

 
• Where is the justification (in terms of exceptional circumstances) for existing 

beyond a 6-mile radius, and 
 

• 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. 

 

88 
 



 

                     C.13      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. 

 
             C.14 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). 

 
  

89 
 



 

APPENDIX 5 – THE LPA’S PREPARATIONS 
 

1.0 Overview. 
 

  1.1        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.  

 
1.2       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.  

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

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

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

 
1.4        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.  

 
1.5       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.   

 
1.6       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.  

 
1.7       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 – 
Minutes and Extract Report. 

21.01.2000 

Local Plan Steering Committee – Agenda 
Report  

07.03.2000 

Draft Framework for Consultation Paper 
 

21.03.2000 

York Green Belt Conference Papers  
 

06.09.2000 

Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports  

11.12.2000 

Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports 

02.03.2001 

Green Belt Consultation Leaflet  
 

03.04.2001  

Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports 

04.05.2001 

Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports 

11.06.2001 

CoYLP Position Paper  
 

20.06.2001  

Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports 

12.07.2001 

Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports 

23.10.2001 

CoYLP Position Paper 15.11.2001  
 

Green Belt Conference Papers  
 

26.02.2002 

Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports 

11.03.2002 

Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports 

28.08.2002 

Third Set of Changes – Full Text (colour)  
 

October 2002  
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Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports 

31.10.2002 

Executive Committee Report item 10  
 

01.11.2002  

Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports 

13.10.2003 

Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports 

28.01.2004 

Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports 

01.06.2004 

Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports 

25.08.2004 

Local Planning Working Group – Report  22.09.2004 
 

Green Belt Working Group – Agenda 
Minutes and Reports 

19.10.2004 

Fourth Set of Changes – Full Text April 2005 
 

Executive Committee Agenda 9 Report  30.07.2015 
 

 
 
2.0       Material at Annexe IV  
 
2.1 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 IV does not cherry pick the material but focusses on material 
relevant to establishing the necessary Secondary Policy for the PDLP. 

 
2.2    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. 

 
2.3    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       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. 

 
2.5      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 IV i pages 670 The reason given for the 
obscurity of this document is that ‘it was not supported by Officers’.  

 
2.6      That reason is difficult to accept. Para. 3 of the Report to the first GBWG (Annexe IV 

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. 

 
2.7     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. 
 
2.8       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 IV iii pages 709. 

 
2.9    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.  
 
2.10    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 I iii page 170). 
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2.11    In April 2001 the LPA had carried out a postal consultation with the public at large.  
The Distributed Questionnaire leaflet is at Annexe IV 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. 

 
2.12    At the meeting on the 04.05.2001 the Committee resolved to have an Urban 

Capacity  
    Study undertaken and to provide sufficient safeguarded land. 
 
2.13    At the meeting on the 12.07.2001 the GBWG considered a Report from Officers on 

the  
    Environmental Criteria for their ‘review’. (Annexe IV v pages ####). 
 
2.14      At a meeting on the 23.10.2001 (See Annexe IV vi page ##). 
 
2.15    A further conference was held in February 2002 which was dominated by  
    representatives of Parish Councils within the District. 
 
2.16    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 IV vii 
page ##). 

 
2.17    The meeting held on the 28.08.2002 considered the 3rd Set of Changes. The 3rd Set 

of Changes is at (See Annexe IV viii page ##). 
 
2.18     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. 

 
2.19    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 IV i x 
page ##). 
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2.20    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 IV x page ##). 
 
 
 
 
3.0       Analysis   
 
3.1      The first meeting of the GBWG (Annexe IV 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. 

 
3.2   The LPA have never put forward in any form any actual proposals to establish 

safeguarded land designations. 
 
3.3    The leaflet (Annexe IV 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. 

 
3.4      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 IV 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. 

 
3.5     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       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.   

 
3.7       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.  
 
3.8     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.  

 
3.9        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…’  

 
3.10    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        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.   

 
4.2       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. 

 
4.3       The conclusions drawn from this Appendix are as follows:  
 

C.16 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. 

 
C.17 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. 

 
C.18 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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 APPENDIX 6 – MISCELLANEOUS MATERIAL  
 

1.0 George E. Wright MA MPTRI - Qualifications and Experience 
 
1.1       George Wright is a Chartered Town Planner and has a Master’s Degree in Town and 

Regional Planning with distinction.  
 
1.2       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.  
 
1.3       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.  

 
1.4       He has acted in Judicial Reviews as a witness and instructing Counsel.  
 
1.5       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.  

 
1.6       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 
Annexe III xi-xiv pages 625-658 and Annexe II x pages 381).  

 
1.7       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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• ODPM - Office of the Deputy Prime Minister. 

 
• PDLP – City of York Publication Draft Local Plan 2018. 

 
• RSS – Regional Spatial Strategy for Yokshire and the Humber 2008.  

 
• SoS - Secretary of State (responsible for Town & Country Planning). 

 
• YGB – The York Green Belt. 

 
• 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 number. 

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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‘Saltaire Environmental Capacity Study’. Atkins 12.02.2018.  
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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 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. 

 
4.3 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.  

 
 
4.3 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. 

 
4.4 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: 

• 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, 
 

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

 
• The denial that promoting a plan with a 5-year time horizon would satisfy 

Regulation that require a minimum of 10 years, 
 

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

 
4.5 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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