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PM:SID 394

From: Paul Butler

Sent: 22 July 2019 21:41

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Ce: I

Subject: YORK LOCAL PLAN - PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION - TERRY'S CAR
PARK - SUPPORT FOR SITE REFERENCE ST16

Attachments: City of York Local Plan - ST16 - Terry's Car Park - McCarthy & Stone - Form - July
2019.pdf; City of York Local Plan - ST16 - Terry's Car Park - McCarthy & Stone - July
2019.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Sir or Madam,

We write on behalf of our clients McCarthy & Stone to provide City of York Council (CYC) with their representations to CYC'’s
Proposed Modifications to the York Local Plan (June 2019).

Please find enclosed our representations to the Proposed Modifications consultation.

McCarthy & Stone support CYC'’s identification of the Terry’s Car Park site as a proposed housing allocation within the emerging
City of York Local Plan. Whilst the site’s allocation is supported, we believe changes are required to the site specific policy criteria
to reflect recent pre-application discussions between McCarthy & Stone and CYC. The changes we request will allow for the
development of the site to maximise the delivery of much needed homes for older people in the City.

Should you require any further details or clarification on the content of the enclosed representations please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Kind regards,

Paul

Paul Butler
Director

www.pbplanning.co.uk

]
PO Box 827, York, YO31 6EE
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City of York Local Plan |C|;FF:CCE usF ONLY:
Proposed Modifications

Consultation Response Form
10 June — 22 July 2019

This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will
consider comments at the Public Examination.

Using the form to submit your comments also means that you can register your interest in
speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C carefully before completing the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.

Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.
Any additional sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or
black ink.

Part A - Personal Detalils

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you must provide your
name and postal address.

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mr
First Name Paul
Last Name Butler
8,;%?: ::gf,i;ﬂ) McCarthy & Stone PB Planning Ltd
Representing
(if applicable)
Address — line 1 PO Box 827
Address — line 2 York
Address — line 3
Address — line 4
Address —line 5
Postcode YO31 6EE

E-mail Address
Telephone Number

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered dulg made.
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Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA

e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at www.york.gov.uk/localplan
or you can complete the form online at www.york.gov.uk/consultations

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and new evidence, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications, the
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, the updated Habitats Regulation Assessment, and other background
documents which include a Housing Needs Assessment update and an Addendum to Topic Paper 1: The
Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you
think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and
‘Sound’. These terms are explained as you go through this form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case,
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination. Additional response forms can be collected from
the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can download it from the council’s website at
www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations.
However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to consider your comments you must
provide your name and address with your response.

Can | submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood?

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence.

The Inspectors will use their own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All
examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Consultation documents?

The Local Plan Proposed Modifications document, the Sustainability Appraisal/SEA Addendum and
Updated Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) will be available for inspection at in all of York’s libraries
and City of York Council West Offices.

All supporting documents which underpin the City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications are available
to view online at www.york.gov.uk/localplan and are also available for inspection at City of York Council
West Offices and York Explore.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered dulg made.
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Part B -Your Representation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)

3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your response relate?

Proposed Modification Reference: | 7M3 PM4, PM5, PM22 and PM44

Document: Proposed Modifications & Housing Needs Update

Page Number: Various

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal
(SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and
the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan

4. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?

Yes No D
4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes No [ ]

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

Please see enclosed representations

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ‘fit for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considereagd igenhatie486
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Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

5. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?

Yes No [ ]

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1): (tick all that apply)

Positively prepared Justified

Effective Consistent with
national policy

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

Please see enclosed representations

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considereagd igehatie486
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6. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard
to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to
soundness.

You wil need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text
and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support/justify your comments and suggested modification, as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the
Inspectors, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.

Please see enclosed representations

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the
Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing |:| Yes, | wish to appear at the
session at the examination. | would like my examination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary:

Please see enclosed representations. We need to be present to fully put forward our case for the retention of the site allocation
(Ref. ST16 - Terry's Car Park) within the Local Plan.

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considereagd ig66 atie486
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Part C - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 2018 to inform the Local Plan process. We only ask for what personal information
is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy notice and we will protect it and make sure
nobody has access to it who shouldn’t. City of York Council does not pass personal data to third
parties for marketing, sales or any other commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

As part of the Local Plan process copies of representations made in response to this consultation
including your personal information must be made available for public inspection and published
on the Council’s website; they cannot be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be
available for inspection in full. Copies of all representations must also be provided to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of the submission of the City of York Local Plan.1

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2 Should you wish to be
removed from the database please contact the Forward Planning team at localplan@york.gov.uk
or on 01904 552255. Should your personal information have changed please contact us with the
correct details so that we can ensure the database is accurate and up to date. It should be noted
that the Local Planning Authority is required to retain your information during the plan making
process. The information you submit relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made
available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of the Plan.3

Retention of Information

Once the Plan is formally adopted we will contact you to ascertain whether you wish to remain on
the database so that we may contact you regarding planning policy matters including
Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans. If you don’t respond to our
emails/letters we will remove your details from the database

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 2018, you can contact the Council’s
Data Protection Officer at foi@york.gov.uk or go to the website for the Information Commissioners
Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a complaint about
how your information has been used or how long we have kept it for, please contact the Customer
Feedback Team at foi@york.gov.uk or on 01904 554145.

Date
22.07.19

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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Local Plan,

City of York Council,
West Offices,
Station Rise,

York,

YO16GA

22 July 2019
Dear Sir or Madam,

CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN — TERRY’S CAR PARK — McCARTHY & STONE - SUPPORT FOR
SITE REFERENCE ST16

We write on behalf of our client McCarthy & Stone to provide City of York Council (CYC) with our
representations to CYC’s Proposed Modifications to the York Local Plan (June 2019).

McCarthy & Stone support CYC'’s identification of the Terry’s Car Park site as a proposed housing
allocation within the emerging City of York Local Plan. Whilst the site’s allocation is supported, we
believe changes are required to the site specific policy criteria to reflect recent pre-application
discussions between McCarthy & Stone and CYC. The changes we request will allow for the
development of the site to maximise the delivery of much needed homes for older people in the City.

As CYC are aware, a pre-application enquiry for the development of the site was submitted in January
2019. The pre-application enquiry reference is 19/00012/PREAPP. The enquiry relates to the
redevelopment of the site for 72 retirement living plus units of C2 use.

Whilst we will continue to work with CYC to seek to secure planning permission at the site as soon as
possible, we consider it pertinent to continue our promotion of the site through the Local Plan process
to ensure that sufficient evidence has been provided to demonstrate the deliverability of the
development site and to ensure that the site specific policy requirements relate to our client's
development proposals for the site.

MEETING THE CITY OF YORK’S FUTURE HOUSING NEEDS

As stated above, it is our view that the site specific policy wording associated with the development of
the site should be amended in order to maximise the delivery of much needed homes for older people
in the City.

Whilst the Proposed Modifications do not propose to make changes to site specific policy wording
associated with proposed housing allocations, CYC's publication and use of the Housing Needs Update
(HNU) in January 2019 does seek to make amendments to the Local Plan’s objectively assessed
housing needs of the City.

Since the submission of the Local Plan to the Secretary of State, our client’s have secured an interest
in the Terry’'s Car Park site and thus have not until this time had an opportunity to provide
representations in respect of the site specific policy for the proposed allocation.

Accordingly, as our client’s proposals will deliver a specific type of housing that correlates directly to the
housing needs identified within the Local Plan’s housing needs evidence base, it is our view that the
changes we request are of direct relevance to the Proposed Modifications to the Local Plan.

As the HNU doesn’t seek to update CYC'’s evidence in respect of housing needs for older people, it

therefore corroborates the evidence previously provided in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(2016 and 2017).
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The SHMA analysis identified that over the 2012-2033 period there is an identified need for 84 specialist
units of accommodation for older people (generally considered to be sheltered or extra-care housing)
per annum. In addition, the SHMA highlights a potential need for an additional 37 bedspaces per annum
for older people (aged 75 and over) in the 2012- 2033 period for nursing and residential care homes.

The analysis therefore identifies a need for 1,764 specialist units for accommodation for older people
and 777 bedspaces for older people in nursing and residential care homes in the period 2012 to 2033.
There is an acute housing need for older people in the City which is required to be provided as soon as
possible.

With regards to the delivery of specialist housing for older people, proposed Policy H9 of the Local Plan
identifies that CYC will work to enable the delivery of specialist (supported) housing and registered care
housing for vulnerable people, including for the ageing population, such as extra-care accommodation.

Our client’s proposed development at Terry's Car Park will make an important contribution to meeting
these identified housing needs. The proposals fully align with the housing needs evidence base which
underpins the Local Plan and proposed Policy H9 of the Local Plan.

Through working constructively with CYC we believe that the Local Plan can seek to maximise the
delivery of housing for older people from the site and as there are no issues of prematurity, it is our view
that there is no reason why the site cannot be released for development immediately. These matters
are discussed further below.

PRE-APPLICATION ENQUIRY - THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE

A pre-application enquiry for the development of the site was submitted in January 2019. The pre-
application enquiry reference is 19/00012/PREAPP. The enquiry relates to the redevelopment of the
site for 72 retirement living plus units of C2 use.

Our client’s proposed development seeks to deliver a Retirement Extra Care scheme in the region of
72 units under C2 “Residential Institutions” of the Use Class Order. The Retirement Living Plus
accommodation falls within the C2 Use Class as these units will seek to provide accommodation for the
frail elderly, typically over 80 years of age, with the aim of maintaining their independence via a wide
rage of communal facilities and care packages tailored to their individual needs.

The proposal involves the redevelopment of a previously developed site to provide much needed
specialist accommodation for older people. The site was formerly a car park and as such falls within the
definition of “previously developed land” as set out in the Framework. The site is located on the edge
of the City, and therefore within a highly sustainable location.

A site’s location plays an important role in the delivery of a Retirement Extra Care scheme. The location
needs to be sustainable and accessible to a wide range of services and facilities via walking, cycling
and public transport. Accordingly, the potential number of sites in the City which are currently available
to our client is limited. Not only due to the special characteristics needed, but also due to competition
from other uses such as student accommodation. The historic character of the City also limits the
potential number of sites where a building of the size and scale needed to deliver the required number
of units to create critical mass can be appropriately provided.

The Terry’s Car Park sites meets each of the required locational criteria and the sensitive design being
proposed will ensure that the historic character of the City is preserved. Accordingly, we respectfully
request that the Council recognises the opportunity that the site’s development can make towards
meeting the well evidenced acute shortage of housing for older people in the City.

The proposed building is to be 4-5 storeys in height, that would sit in a high quality landscape setting
that will provide recreation opportunities for its residents appropriate to their age. The scheme will
2
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provide an element of parking for residents, visitors and staff. The scheme will also retain the northern
section of the site for car parking associated with the adjacent office/commercial uses at the main
Terrys’ Factory site.

Impacts on the character and appearance of the area have been taken into account in the design of the
proposed development. By virtue of existing extensive mature tree coverage in the immediate area of
the site, and as the site sits at a lower ground level from Bishopthorpe Road, long range views of the
proposed building from visually important areas will not been seen in long range vistas.

The siting of the proposed building has also been carefully chosen to allow for views through the site
onto the Terry’s Factory Site, to the Racecourse and from public vantage points located along the River
Ouse.

Existing residential development adjacent to the site is 4-storeys in height and as the site has a lower
ground level than Bishopthorpe Road, the potential to deliver a 5-storey building has been considered.

The pre-application discussions that have taken place with CYC have identified that the principle of
development is considered acceptable. There are two areas of the scheme that McCarthy & Stone have
been asked to consider. The first being the proposed design of the 5t storey to create a more lightweight
design that provides a more open feel when looking onto the building, in order to aid potential long
range views onto the site. The second is the provision of a Visual Impact Assessment to provide
evidence that the proposed development will not have an adverse impact on long range views onto the
site and to ensure the proposed building wont impede long range views onto other important vistas of
the City. This work is currently in the process of being undertaken and will be submitted to CYC shortly.

Following the submission of the further evidence, our client will then seek to progress with pre-
application discussions with CYC with the view of submitting a planning application before the end of
the year.

Should the planning application be approved within the monitoring year 2020/2021 it is anticipated that
the development of the site will be completed in the monitoring year 2022/2023. Resulting in the delivery
of 72 much needed residential care units from the site in the first five years post adoption of the Local
Plan. Given the well evidenced acute shortage of housing for older people in the City, we would expect
CYC to wish to work proactively with our clients to ensure that the site can come forward for development
in the manner proposed as quickly as possible.

SITE SPECIFIC POLICY REQUIREMENTS - POLICY SS14

As alluded to above, Policy SS14 of the submitted Local Plan provides site-specific criteria to guide the
proposed development of the site. The criteria was identified before our client’s secured an interest in
the site and prior to the commencement of formal pre-application discussions.

Accordingly, our clients are seeking to amend the site-specific criteria to reflect the current development
proposals and in doing so ensure that the policy allows for the delivery of much needed housing for
older people to be maximised at the site.

The site specific policy wording and our client’s requested amendments are set out in the table below:

TERRY’S CAR PARK - POLICY SS14 REQUIREMENTS

Proposed Policy Criteria

McCarthy & Stone Response

Deliver development with high quality urban
design, given the site’s association with the wider
Terry’s factory site and the sites location as an
entry point to the city, to contribute to the
architectural merit of the city. This includes
conserving and enhancing the special character

No change is requested to this element of the
policy. The proposed development has been
designed to respect the character of the area and
to ensure that important long range vistas
through the site are not impeded. Through
working closely with CYC officers as part of the
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and/or appearance of the Tadcaster Road and
The Racecourse and Terry's Factory
Conservation Areas.

current pre-application process, the scale, form,
siting, massing and appearance of the building
will be designed to ensure that this criteria can be
met.

Be of a low height and complement existing
views to the factory building and clock tower from
the Ings, Bishopthorpe Road and the
Racecourse.

It is our view that this criteria should be removed
or amended to solely read “Complement existing
views to the factory building and clock tower from
the Ings, Bishopthorpe Road and the
Racecourse”. We believe that the criteria isnt
needed as its requirements are covered by the
first criteria. Furthermore, the reference to “Be of
a low height’ does not take into consideration the
careful design and siting of the current proposed
development; the extensive mature tree
coverage surrounding the site; and the lower
height of the site in respect of Bishopthorpe
Road. Finally, the reference to “Be of a low
height’ would have the impact of restricting the
number of units that the site can deliver. Through
the pre-application process, discussions will take
place with CYC officers to ensure that the scale,
form, massing, siting and appearance of the
building will be designed to ensure that views
onto surrounding vistas are not impacted.
Importantly, the siting of the proposed building
has also been carefully chosen to allow for views
through the site onto the Terry’s Factory Site, to
the Racecourse and from public vantage points
located along the River Ouse. The reference to
“Be of a low height’ should therefore be removed
as it will unnecessarily restrict the delivery of
much needed housing for older people at the site.

Constrain development to the boundary of the
car park including any open space requirements.

The current development proposals are located
purely within the boundary of the existing car park
area, including open space requirements. The
restriction provided by this criteria should be read
against the point we make above in respect of not
limiting any development of the site to being low
in height. Otherwise the potential to maximise the
development of a previously developed site for
much needed homes for older people will be
unnecessarily restricted.

Retain existing vegetation and provide additional
appropriate treatment on the southern and
eastern boundaries.

The development proposals will retain existing
vegetation and provide additional appropriate
treatments on the southern and eastern
boundaries of the site where needed. This matter
will be discussed with CYC officers as part of the
ongoing pre-application discussions.

Delivery of Approximately 33 Dwellings

Whilst the identified capacity is only indicative at
this point, as formal pre-application discussions
with CYC have commenced, and have been
largely positive so far, it is our view that the
proposed capacity and use of the proposed
scheme should be reflected in the site-specific
policy within the Local Plan. This is to ensure that
there is no ambiguity when our future planning
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application is in the process of being determined
by CYC. Especially given the well-evidenced
acute housing needs for older people that the
development proposal seeks to deliver.

At the point of writing this letter, we expect that there could be the potential for a planning application to
be approved at the site ahead of the Local Plan being adopted. Which would mean that the site-specific
policy for the site would need to be amended to reflect any approved planning permission. However,
should this not be the case, we would hope that CYC can agree to our proposed changes as early as
possible through informing the Local Plan Inspector within any future Hearing Statements or further
proposed modifications to the Local Plan.

Any future planning application will be supported by the full range of technical reports. Which our client
are in the process of undertaking. The technical reports will confirm that the development proposals are
situated in a suitable and highly sustainable location and there are no technical or environmental (built
and natural) constraints that would preclude the development of the site. The site is available now as it
is under the control of a McCarthy & Stone who are actively seeking to secure planning permission for
the development of 72 residential care units at the site. The site can also be considered achievable as
our clients can deliver new homes on the site within the next five years.

The site can deliver socio-economic benefits to the City, in respect of providing much needed new
homes for older people within the early years of the Plan Period and new direct and indirect employment
opportunities.

THE CASE FOR THE SUBMISSION & APPROVAL OF A PLANNING APPLICATION NOW

In light of the evidence provided within this letter and through the current pre-application enquiry
process, we believe that there is a case for the submission and approval of a planning application at
this site ahead of the adoption of the Local Plan. Subject to the detailed elements of the planning
application being agreed with CYC of course.

A precedent for this approach was recently established by CYC in their recommendation for approval,
and subsequent approval of the officer recommendation by CYC’s planning committee, in relation to
the Miller Homes application at the Former Civil Service Club and Agricultural Land to the North of
Boroughbridge Road, York (Ref. 14/02979/FULM).

The conclusions identified in the application committee report were as follows: -

The officers report explains how the scheme, subject to conditions can be NPPF compliant,
in particular with regards to the impacts on the highway network and promoting sustainable
travel, residential amenity, biodiversity, flood risk and drainage, archaeology and there are
mechanisms to provide adequate infrastructure needed to support the development.

The site is considered at this time to remain within the general extent of the Green Belt.
However, it has been assessed as to not serve the purposes of the Green Belt (as defined
in the NPPF) and it is considered that there are very special circumstances that would clearly
outweigh any harm to the Green Belt. Further, there is no case for refusing the scheme on
prematurity grounds.

On the basis of the merits of the case, it is considered that should a formal recommendation
have been made to Planning Committee, it would have been one of approval subject to
appropriate conditions and planning obligations incorporated within a section 106
agreement”.

With regards to demonstrating very special circumstances, the committee report identified that these
were associated with unmet housing need that cannot be accommodated on deliverable sites on land
that is outside of the general extent of the Green Belt. The site’s location at the edge of the urban area
5
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and on one of the main transport corridors into the City was also identified. Finally, the report stated
that the “Council cannot currently demonstrate an NPPF compliant 5 year housing supply on deliverable
sites on land that is outside of the general extent of the Green Bell, i.e. the site allocations in the
emerging Local Plan are required. This site is an allocated housing site in the emerging Local Plan”.

Our client’s development proposals at the former Terry’s Car Park not only meets each of the same
criteria identified above, but it improves on them by being an entirely previously developed site.

With specific regards to prematurity, the aforementioned committee report identified that that to grant
permission would not undermine the plan-making process because the Council’s assessment of the
Green Belt to inform the emerging plan concluded that the site does not perform Green Belt functions.
Furthermore, given the size of the site (266 dwellings); that the site no longer performs any Green Belt
function; and as the emerging Local Plan has been submitted for examination and promotes this as a
housing site to be delivered within the short to medium term of the plan, there are not clear grounds (as
required by the Framework) to refuse this particular application on the basis that it would prejudice the
plan-making process.

The committee report does caveat this approach by identifying that the effect either individually or
cumulatively of allowing other development in the general extent of the Green Belt (in advance of the
emerging plan being adopted) which would be so significant, that to grant permission would undermine
the plan-making process, would require consideration on a case by case basis in any other forthcoming
schemes.

However, given our client’s site is located on previously developed land; can deliver a specialist housing
need of which there is an acute shortage of in the City within the next five years; and would equate to
72 residential care units (27% of the Boroughbridge Road site), it is clear that the proposals would not
cause prematurity issues in respect of undermining the plan-making process.

Whilst the Miller Homes scheme will ultimately be determined at appeal, the Council’s view of the
proposals in respect of the case for very special circumstances and prematurity has been made clear.
We would therefore urge CYC to accept the special opportunity provided by our client’s proposals
without delay. The proposals can make an important contribution to delivering specialist housing needs
within the next 2 years. The ability of the site to meet these needs will only be delayed if we are required
to wait until the adoption of the Local Plan.

As identified above, the pre-application discussions with the Council have been positive and we are in
the process of providing the further requested information to confirm officers support for the scheme.

Should CYC support our proposed approach to submit an early planning application, following the
completion of the pre-application process we would then seek to submit a planning application before
the end of the year. By this time the Inspector’s decision on the Miller Homes application will likely have
been received and the initial stages of the Examination in Public of the Local Plan will have been
completed. The likely result being that even more weight can be attached to the emerging Local Plan
in the determination of any planning application at this site.

Given the lack of a demonstrable five year supply of housing in the City, the ability of the site to make
an important contribution to meeting the City’s housing needs and the acute shortage of housing for
older people should be given significant weight in the determination of any immediate planning
application at this site.

The specialist housing needs that these proposals can meet need to be delivered now. Why wait a

further year or two, when the planning mechanism to release the site to deliver these needs is available
now.
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CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of the information provided within this letter, and the submitted pre-application enquiry at
the site, we wish to place on record our support for the proposed allocation of the Terry’s Car Park site
for residential development within the emerging City of York Local Plan.

The site represents a truly deliverable residential development site that can deliver a number of socio-
economic benefits to the City. Including the delivery of much needed homes for older people within the
first five years of the Local Plan.

Whilst we will continue to work with CYC to seek to secure planning permission at the site as soon as
possible, we consider it pertinent to continue our promotion of the site through the Local Plan process
to ensure that sufficient evidence has been provided to demonstrate the deliverability of the
development site and to ensure that the site specific policy requirements relate to our client's
development proposals for the site.

The early release of the site ahead of the adoption of the Local Plan would not create any issues in
respect of prematurity and given the lack of a demonstrable five year supply of housing in the City, the
ability of the site to make an important contribution to meeting the City’s housing needs and the acute
shortage of housing for older people should be given significant weight in the determination of any
immediate planning application at this site.

It is our view that the site-specific policy criteria associated with the development of the site need to be
amended. Otherwise the potential to maximise the development of a previously developed site for much
needed homes for older people will be unnecessarily restricted.

Should you require any further details or clarification on the content of this letter please do not hesitate
to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

PAUL BUTLER

Director
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PM:SID 395

From: Nigel Thompson

Sent: 19 July 2019 10:48

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications (June 2019) Consultation - Comment from

Nigel Thompson

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

I wish to raise concerns regarding the draft local plan and in particular, the failure to amend it by
removing ST19 as part of the proposed modifications, Northminster Business Park

I believe therefore that in this respect, this part of the plan fails on the following grounds:

1. Legal Compliance

To be legally compliant the plan has to be prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate and legal
and procedural requirements, including the 2011 Localism Act and Town and Country Planning (Local
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended).

The Neighbourhood Plan for Poppleton
(https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/14675/upper_and nether poppleton_neighbourhood pla
n_adopted version_october 2017) was very specific (8.2) that expansion of Northminster
Business Park outside its 2017 boundary would NOT be supported. At the referendum, 91% of the
population voted in favour of the Neighbourhood Plan. The City Planners have so far chosen to
ignore the views of the local population by proposing expansion of the business park (site ST19,
policy SS23) and corresponding reduction in the size of the Green Belt. This is blatantly ignoring
local democracy. It also flies in the face of their response to the inspectors, as they have not
demonstrated any special circumstances:

EX/CYC/7 - City of York letter of response to Inspectors 13 November 2018

"Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances (Paragraph
83 of NPPF). Although strictly speaking it is the general extent of York’s Green Belt and not its boundaries
that have been established, we take the view that it would be prudent to treat any incursions into the general
extent of Green Belt as land removed from the Green Belt, whether to provide land for development or to
‘inset’ villages, reflecting the emerging spatial strategy. On this basis we accept that any such incursions
should pass the “exceptional circumstances” test".

2. Soundness

Soundness is explained in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The Inspector conducting the
Examination in Public has to be satisfied that the Local Plan is ‘sound’ —namely that it is:

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from
neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable
development;

Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;
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Effective - the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy - the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework (NPPF).

Purely with regard to ST19, it is not justified to enlarge Northminster Business Park at the expense of the
Green Belt when:

a) The Business Park is not a special case, and therefore inconsistent with Green Belt policy as laid down
in the NPPF;

b) it puts at risk a larger section of Greenbelt between the A1237 and the edge of Acomb as this will
become cut off from the countryside, as advised to the planning department on numerous occasions by the
local residents;

c) It is unjustified as there is plenty of brownfield land within York that should be developed first;

d) It is unjustified and not positively prepared, as any expansion puts even more traffic down a country lane
for which it was never designed, including a near constant stream of 44 ton juggernaut lorries. This leads to
congestion, noise and pollution at peak times, and detracts from the residential amenity and quality of life
of the residents of Northfield Lane.

For all the above reasons, unless ST19 is taken out of the Local Plan, the Local Plan should be rejected.

Yours sincerely
Nigel Thompson
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PM:SID 401

From: localplan@york.gov.uk

Sent: 22 July 2019 18:02

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: FW: Response to CYC Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation OBO Private
Landowners Sunderland and Wilson

Attachments: Sunderland Proposed Mods Response 220719.pdf; Sunderland Proposed Mods
Response Form 220719.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

From: Kathryn Jukes

Sent: 22 July 2019 14:11

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: Response to CYC Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Good afternoon
Please find attached our response to the current consultation on the City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications.

We look forward to receiving confirmation of receipt in due course.

Kind regards
Kathryn

Kathryn Jukes BA (Hons) DipTP MRTPI
Director
Directions Planning Consultancy Ltd

Web: www.directionsplanning.co.uk

% Before printing, think about the environment

NOTICE: This email is intended for the named recipient only. It may contain privileged and confidential information. You must not copy, distribute or take action
in reliance upon it. Whilst all efforts are made to safeguard emails, Directions Planning Consultancy cannot guarantee that attachments are virus free or
compatible with your systems and does not accept liability in respect of viruses or computer problems experienced.

Directions Planning Consultancy Ltd. Registered in England & Wales No. 7455434. VAT Registration No: 250 3137 46. Registered office: 23 Victoria Avenue,
Harrogate, HG1 5RD
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City of York Local Plan orrce sz ow
Proposed Modifications

Consultation Response Form
10 June — 22 July 2019

This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will
consider comments at the Public Examination.

Using the form to submit your comments also means that you can register your interest in
speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C carefully before completing the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.

Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.
Any additional sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or
black ink.

Part A - Personal Details

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you must provide your
name and postal address.

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Ms
First Name Kathryn
Last Name Jukes
Organisation Directions Planning Consultancy Ltd
(where relevant)
Representing Mr & Mrs Sunderland and Mr & Mrs
(if applicable) Wilson

Address — line 1

Address — line 2

Address — line 3

Address — line 4

Address — line 5

Postcode

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at www.york.gov.uk/localplan
or you can complete the form online at www.york.gov.uk/consultations

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and new evidence, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications, the
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, the updated Habitats Regulation Assessment, and other background
documents which include a Housing Needs Assessment update and an Addendum to Topic Paper 1: The
Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you
think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and
‘Sound’. These terms are explained as you go through this form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case,
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination. Additional response forms can be collected from
the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can download it from the council’s website at
www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations.
However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to consider your comments you must
provide your name and address with your response.

Can | submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood?

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence.

The Inspectors will use their own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All
examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Consultation documents?

The Local Plan Proposed Modifications document, the Sustainability Appraisal/SEA Addendum and
Updated Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) will be available for inspection at in all of York’s libraries
and City of York Council West Offices.

All supporting documents which underpin the City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications are available
to view online at www.york.gov.uk/localplan and are also available for inspection at City of York Council
West Offices and York Explore.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
Page 2379 of 4486


file://///dedsdata/dev_serv$/GROUP/D&R/NEW%20STORAGE%20SYSTEM/FORWARD%20PLANNING/FP1%20LDF+LP/1.13%20New%20Local%20Plan/06%20Publication%20Local%20Plan/Reg%2019%20Consultation/Comments%20form/localplan@york.gov.uk
http://www.york.gov.uk/localplan
http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations
http://www.york.gov.uk/localplan
http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations
http://www.york.gov.uk/localplan

Part B -Your Representation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)

3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your response relate?

Proposed Modification Reference: Please see attached letter

Please see attached letter
Document:

Please see attached letter
Page Number:

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal
(SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and
the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan

4. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes D No X

4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes| | No X

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

Please see attached letter

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of it for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgadggnadd486
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Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

5. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes [ ] No X

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1): (tick all that apply)

Positively prepared X Justified X

Effective X Consistent with
national policy X

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

Please see attached letter

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgadggnhadd486



6. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard
to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to
soundness.

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text
and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support/justify your comments and suggested modification, as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the
Inspectors, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.

Please see attached letter

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the
Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing D Yes, | wish to appear at the X
session at the examination. | would like my examination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary:

To take part in discussions in order to make clear our concerns.

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgadgspadd486



Part C - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 2018 to inform the Local Plan process. We only ask for what personal information
is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy notice and we will protect it and make sure
nobody has access to it who shouldn’t. City of York Council does not pass personal data to third
parties for marketing, sales or any other commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

As part of the Local Plan process copies of representations made in response to this consultation
including your personal information must be made available for public inspection and published
on the Council’s website; they cannot be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be
available for inspection in full. Copies of all representations must also be provided to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of the submission of the City of York Local Plan.1

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2 Should you wish to be
removed from the database please contact the Forward Planning team at localplan@york.gov.uk
or on 01904 552255. Should your personal information have changed please contact us with the
correct details so that we can ensure the database is accurate and up to date. It should be noted
that the Local Planning Authority is required to retain your information during the plan making
process. The information you submit relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made
available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of the Plan.3

Retention of Information

Once the Plan is formally adopted we will contact you to ascertain whether you wish to remain on
the database so that we may contact you regarding planning policy matters including
Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans. If you don’t respond to our
emails/letters we will remove your details from the database

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 2018, you can contact the Council’s
Data Protection Officer at foi@york.gov.uk or go to the website for the Information Commissioners
Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a complaint about
how your information has been used or how long we have kept it for, please contact the Customer
Feedback Team at foi@york.gov.uk or on 01904 554145.

Signature Date 21/07/19

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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RESPONSE TO THE PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION
CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN
PREPARED ON BEHALF OF MR & MRS SUNDERLAND AND MR & MRS WILSON

INTRODUCTION

Directions Planning Consultancy has been instructed in behalf of Mr and Mrs Sunderland and Mr and
Mrs Wilson to review the Proposed Modifications and new evidence, and respond to the latest
consultation on the draft City of York Local Plan.

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS

Our comments relate to the Proposed Modifications Consultation document, and associated
evidence base. Wherever possible, we have referred to the Proposed Modifications and the
documents to which our comments relate.

PM3 Explanation of City of York Housing Needs
A number of the proposed modifications are intended to seek an amendment to the housing target,
which will result in the annual target being reduced from 867 to 790 dwellings. Rather than repeat our
comments under each reference number separately, we would kindly request that our concerns set
out under PM3 are noted in respect of each of the following Proposed Modifications:

o PM4 Policy SS1: Delivering Sustainable Growth for York — Policy

e PMS5 Policy SS1: Delivering Sustainable Growth for York — Explanation

e PM20a Policy H1: Housing Allocations

e PM21 Policy H1: Housing Allocations

e PM22 Policy H1: Housing Allocations Explanation

e PM44 Table 15.2: Delivery and Monitoring - Housing

We understand the Inspectors originally wrote to the Council in July 2018 to highlight a number of
initial concerns in respect of the soundness of the Plan. One of the concerns raised related to how
there was no explanation as to why the housing target quoted in the Local Plan was 10% less than
the recommended figure in the Council’s evidence, as set out in SHMA (2016) prepared by GL
Hearn.

Since the Inspector’s letter was published, instead of answering the question concerning the decision
to ignore the recommendation in the 2016 SHMA, the Council has attempted to sidestep the matter
by commissioning GL Hearn to prepare a Housing Needs Study (2019). As such, the original
question posed by the Inspectors appears to remain unanswered, and instead, the Council is
attempting to secure an amendment to the housing target based on the 2019 Update that is now the
subject of this current consultation.

As far as we are aware, proposed modifications can only be recommended by the Inspectors
(Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004). To date, the Inspectors have not requested for the
housing target to be revised nor for the housing need evidence be reviewed. Instead, the Inspectors
have asked the Council to explain why their consultant’'s recommended housing target was ignored.
An appropriate response has not been provided, and instead the matter has been sidestepped. As a
result, it appears an attempt is being made to change the nature of discussions rather than deal with
the situation head on.

We are unclear why the Council felt compelled to commission the 2019 Update, or submit new
evidence to the Examination, especially at such a late stage in the process. We also do not

Directions Planning Consultancy Ltd
July 2019
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CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN
PREPARED ON BEHALF OF MR & MRS SUNDERLAND AND MR & MRS WILSON

understand why the Inspector’s original questions in relation to the objectively assessed need remain
outstanding. We believe a straight response is still needed as the Inspectors are required to consider
the Plan as submitted. The changes now proposed should not be considered as an alternative to the
content of the submitted Plan or the evidence used to inform the drafting of the Plan. Instead, the
proposed modifications should be considered alongside the submitted Plan.

It is always the case that circumstances can change between the submission of a Plan and receipt of
an Inspector’s report, which is why Examinations are intended to examine Plans as submitted. If the
process required every policy change or statistic update to be taken into consideration then no Plan
would ever be adopted. There is, therefore, no requirement for the Council to update the objective
assessment of need. Especially as the evidence submitted alongside the Plan was not out of date.
The SHMA was only published in 2016 and the Plan was then submitted in 2018. As such, it
complied with the Procedure Guide for Local Plan Examinations (June 2019), which explains
evidence should be no more than a couple of years old. In a letter to the Inspector's the Council
attempts to justify why an Update has been commissioned, but we do not believe the case put
forward is justified. Even if the Government has released a Standard Methodology, there is no
requirement for the Plan to take account of it. Especially as the Standard Methodology forms part of
the revised version to the NPPF (2019), but the Local Plan is to be considered in light of the 2012
version of the NPPF, which makes no reference to the Standard Methodology. It therefore appears
the Council is attempting to introduce matters that are not relevant to the consideration of this Local
Plan Examination, especially as the NPPF 2012 expects housing targets to be based on objectively
assessed need.

The update appears to be based on using the 2016 based SNPP rather than the 2014 based SNPP.
Not only is the base data on which the assessment has been made different, but the assumptions on
how to interpret the data have also been updated. As such, attempting to compare the 2019
assessment with the 2017 assessment is like comparing apples with pears.

Furthermore, many of the Council’s criticisms of the 2016 SHMA have not been addressed in the
latest 2019 Update. For example, the Council raised concerns that the 2016 SHMA to be
“...speculative and arbitrary, rely too heavily on recent short-term unrepresentative trends...” yet the
latest 2019 Update makes clear how some of the 2016 based SNPP data on which the assessment
has been based is derived from much shorter time periods than the previous 2014 based SNPP. This
is evident under paragraph 2.20 where it is mentioned how the household formation rates that
underpin the 2014 data go back to 1971, but the 2016 data only goes back to 2001. Consequently,
the 2019 Update does nothing to address the shortcomings of the previous 2016 SHMA, and
certainly does not provide a more reliable evidence base. Instead, it highlights how important it is to
include margins and buffers within target figures in order to create an appropriate amount of
flexibility. As such, the new evidence simply opens a whole new conversation about statistics that is
not an appropriate discussion to be conducting at such a late stage in the process.

Clearly, the housing target set out in the submitted Plan is unsound, because it ignored the evidence,
which included the reasons why a 10% buffer needed to be added. The Council has provided no
explanation to date as to why they decided to ignore the advice of their consultants, and why it was
appropriate to artificially reduce the housing target. As such, the submitted Plan is unsound, because
the housing target was not based on the objectively assessed need identified within the evidence. In

Directions Planning Consultancy Ltd
July 2019
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addition, there has been no justification as to why the target in the Plan has not been based on the
evidence. In turn, this means the Plan cannot be effective because it fails to identify an appropriate
housing target, and the Plan is not consistent with national policy because it ignores guidance on
how to prepare plans.

One aspect that appears to be missing from the latest consultation is an assessment of the impact of
changing the housing target on neighbouring authorities. There appears to be no assessment of the
impact in relation to the Duty to Cooperate. Reducing the housing target for York has to have an
impact on neighbouring authorities and their ability to meet their own housing need, and also on their
economies. For this reason, we do not believe the Plan is legally compliant.

Test of Soundness

In order to make the Plan sound, we believe the proposed modification to reduce the housing target
from 867 to 790 dwellings per annum should be ignored. Instead, the original evidence within the
SHMA 2016 should be relied upon given it is based on data that is established from trends taken
from a longer period than found in the 2019 Update. The Council should then be asked to answer the
original question in order to either justify the target of 867 or else accept the higher figure proposed
by GL Hearn in the 2016 SHMA. In doing so, the legal issue with regards to the Duty to Cooperate
should not arise.

Directions Planning Consultancy Ltd
July 2019
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From: jadu-www@rsvm121.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk

Sent: 22 July 2019 16:11

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been submitted
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been submitted via the
CYC website.

Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

NOTE: This information is only retained within the CYC CMS for 3 months, for quality assurance
purposes - it is then deleted and destroyed.

Submission details
e Web ref: 122949
o Date submitted: 22/07/2019
e Time submitted: 16:10:50

The following is a copy of the details included.

About your comments

Whose views on the proposed modifications to the Local Plan do your comments
represent?

Own comments

About you (individual response)

Name: Mrs Louisa Stevens

Address:

About the organisation, group or other individual you are representing
Name:

Name of your organisation (if applicable):

Name of the organisation, group or other individual you represent:

Contact address: , , ,,
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Contact details (individual or group)

Email address: louisacstevens@gmail.com

Telephone number: 07841527085

What are your comments about

Which proposed modification or new evidence document are you commenting on?
Proposed modification reference (PM1 to PM46): PM40

Document: Topic Paper 1 Addendum - Annex 4 - Urban Areas within the General Extent

Page number: 17

Your comments - Legal compliance of the Local Plan

Based on the proposed modification or evidence document, do you consider the Local
Plan is legally compliant?:

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant
Do you consider the Local Plan to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?:
No, does not comply with Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you do/do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant or in
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate:

| don't believe the Local Plan to be legally compliant or in compliance with the Duty to Cooperate.
Our Elvington Parish Council have not been included sufficiently in the process, and their views
not been considered when the recommendation in Topic Paper 1 Addendum - Annex 4 - Urban
Areas within the General Extent 'not to keep this land permanently open but to inset it within the
Green Belt' has been taken.

| believe this whole process to be one using tactics of confusion, preying on the residents inability
to understand the information provided, which is deliberatly vague, or difficult to parse. CYC have
made the ability of local residents to make their views clear and have answers to their questions
responded to, as difficult as possible during the entire consultation process. CYC deliberately
make sourcing information difficult to find and place barriers upon responses such as imposing 10
minute time outs when inputting data, making reference documents difficult to locate, and being
purposefully vague with the explanation of sites proposed for development. Constantly
resubmitting the same sites to develop over and over, being rejected, and then trying to
circumvent these decisions by asking to remove the land proposed for development from the
Green Belt seems like a shady, if not illegal, tactic to me. | do not understand why these sites are
continuously being proposed for development when the planning inspectors have given their
decisions. Stop trying to push your own agenda through.

2
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Your comments - whether the Local Plan is 'sound’

Based on the proposed modification or new evidence document indicated, do you consider
the Local Plan to be 'sound'?:

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to be sound

Your comments - the Local Plan is 'sound’ (if applicable)

Related to the proposed modification or evidence document indicated above, you consider
the Local Plan to be 'sound’ - which of the 4 'tests of soundness' are relevant to your
opinion:

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

Your comments - the Local Plan is not 'sound’ (if applicable)

Related to the proposed modification or evidence document indicated above, you do not
consider the Local Plan to be 'sound' - which of the 4 'tests of soundness’ are relevant to
your opinion:

Not positively prepared,Not justified,Not effective,Not consistent with national policy
Please give reasons for your answer(s):

We've answered these questions over and over again, providing detailed responses to each and
every one time and time again. We should not have to go through the exact same process again
and again just to satisfy your illegal planning proposals, which have now ended up with you trying
to have designated Green Belt areas removed from this designation so that you can develop what
you want when you want. This whole process is a farce and needs to be legally investigated. We
as residents shouldn't have to keep raising our concerns each and every time. The inspector's
have deemed the proposals illegal and against national policy, and working around that is a
breach.

There are many reasons as to why these sites shouldn't be developed. Infrastructure is one, road
access and road congestion is another, utilities another, flooding (the Green Belt land is
waterlogged for most of the winter and after particularly rainy periods, and as we live in England, it
rains a lot). It's used by wildlife as a safe area to hunt and live. | could go on. Developing on these
sites will be detrimental to the environment and the village as a whole.

Stop trying to propose the same sites over and over again in the hope that we'll become
complacent. It's a shady tactic and an abhorrent practice. Also, trying to remove designated Green

Belt sites from the Green Belt is unacceptable as a workaround to furthering your proposals. Stop
this practice.

Your comments - necessary changes

Page 2391 of 4486



| suggest the following change(s) to make the Local Plan legally compliant or 'sound':

You should consult with our Elvington Parish Council properly, and also involve our local

Councillor, ClIr Vassie on these proposed changes. I'm sure they'd have much to say about your
tactics.

If you are seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination?

Yes, | wish to participate

If you wish to participate at the hearing sessions, please state why you consider this to be
hecessary:

| don't believe the concerns of myself or of other residents are being relayed to the planning

inspector by the Council. We're having to cover the same issues time and time again and enough
is enough.

Page 2392 of 4486



PM:SID 412 - 2

I

From: jadu-www@rsvm120.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk

Sent: 22 July 2019 16:48

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been submitted
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been submitted via the
CYC website.

Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

NOTE: This information is only retained within the CYC CMS for 3 months, for quality assurance
purposes - it is then deleted and destroyed.

Submission details
o Web ref: 122963
o Date submitted: 22/07/2019
e Time submitted: 16:47:38

The following is a copy of the details included.

About your comments

Whose views on the proposed modifications to the Local Plan do your comments
represent?

Own comments

About you (individual response)

Name: Mrs Louisa Stevens

Address:

About the organisation, group or other individual you are representing
Name:

Name of your organisation (if applicable):

Name of the organisation, group or other individual you represent:

Contact address: , , ,,
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Contact details (individual or group)

Email address: [—
Telephone number: NG

What are your comments about

Which proposed modification or new evidence document are you commenting on?
Proposed modification reference (PM1 to PM46): PM40

Document: Topic Paper 1 Addendum - Annex 4 - Urban Areas within the General Extent

Page number: 17

Your comments - Legal compliance of the Local Plan

Based on the proposed modification or evidence document, do you consider the Local
Plan is legally compliant?:

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant
Do you consider the Local Plan to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?:
No, does not comply with Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you do/do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant or in
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate:

| don't believe the Local Plan to be legally compliant or in compliance with the Duty to Cooperate.
Our Elvington Parish Council have not been included sufficiently in the process, and their views
not been considered when the recommendation in Topic Paper 1 Addendum - Annex 4 - Urban
Areas within the General Extent 'not to keep this land permanently open but to inset it within the
Green Belt' has been taken.

| believe this whole process to be one using tactics of confusion, preying on the residents inability
to understand the information provided, which is deliberatly vague, or difficult to parse. CYC have
made the ability of local residents to make their views clear and have answers to their questions
responded to, as difficult as possible during the entire consultation process. CYC deliberately
make sourcing information difficult to find and place barriers upon responses such as imposing 10
minute time outs when inputting data, making reference documents difficult to locate, and being
purposefully vague with the explanation of sites proposed for development. Constantly
resubmitting the same sites to develop over and over, being rejected, and then trying to
circumvent these decisions by asking to remove the land proposed for development from the
Green Belt seems like a shady, if not illegal, tactic to me. | do not understand why these sites are
continuously being proposed for development when the planning inspectors have given their
decisions. Stop trying to push your own agenda through.

2
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Your comments - whether the Local Plan is 'sound’

Based on the proposed modification or new evidence document indicated, do you consider
the Local Plan to be 'sound'?:

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to be sound

Your comments - the Local Plan is 'sound’ (if applicable)

Related to the proposed modification or evidence document indicated above, you consider
the Local Plan to be 'sound’ - which of the 4 'tests of soundness' are relevant to your
opinion:

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

Your comments - the Local Plan is not 'sound’ (if applicable)

Related to the proposed modification or evidence document indicated above, you do not
consider the Local Plan to be 'sound' - which of the 4 'tests of soundness’ are relevant to
your opinion:

Not positively prepared,Not justified,Not effective,Not consistent with national policy
Please give reasons for your answer(s):

We've answered these questions over and over again, providing detailed responses to each and
every one time and time again. We should not have to go through the exact same process again
and again just to satisfy your illegal planning proposals, which have now ended up with you trying
to have designated Green Belt areas removed from this designation so that you can develop what
you want when you want. This whole process is a farce and needs to be legally investigated. We
as residents shouldn't have to keep raising our concerns each and every time. The inspector's
have deemed the proposals illegal and against national policy, and working around that is a
breach.

There are many reasons as to why these sites shouldn't be developed. Infrastructure is one, road
access and road congestion is another, utilities another, flooding (the Green Belt land is
waterlogged for most of the winter and after particularly rainy periods, and as we live in England, it
rains a lot). It's used by wildlife as a safe area to hunt and live. Bats, which are a protected
species in the UK, used these areas to nest, and it's illegal to disturb these nests. | could go on.
Developing on these sites will be detrimental to the environment and the village as a whole.

Stop trying to propose the same sites over and over again in the hope that we'll become
complacent. It's a shady tactic and an abhorrent practice. Also, trying to remove designated Green
Belt sites from the Green Belt is unacceptable as a workaround to furthering your proposals. Stop
this practice.
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Your comments - necessary changes

| suggest the following change(s) to make the Local Plan legally compliant or 'sound':
You should consult with our Elvington Parish Council properly, and also involve our local
Councillor, ClIr Vassie on these proposed changes. I'm sure they'd have much to say about your

tactics.

If you are seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination?

Yes, | wish to participate

If you wish to participate at the hearing sessions, please state why you consider this to be
hecessary:

| don't believe the concerns of myself or of other residents are being relayed to the planning

inspector by the Council. We're having to cover the same issues time and time again and enough
is enough.
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From: chris wedgwood

Sent: 22 July 2019 23:48

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: Consultation Response

Attachments: LocalPlanResponse2.rtf; LocalPlanResponse1.rif
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear CYC,
Please find attached responses to the Local Plan modification consultation.

Regards
C Wedgwood
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OFFICE USE ONLY:

ID reference:

City of York Local Plan
Proposed Modifications
Consultation Response Form
10 June - 22 July 2019

This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B
Your Representation and Part C How we will use your
Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider
them, we ask that you use this form because it structures your response in the way
in which the Inspectors will consider comments at the Public Examination.

Using the form to submit your comments also means that you can register your
interest in speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C carefully before
completing the form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.
Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.

Any additional sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write
clearly in blue or black ink.

Part A - Personal Details

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you
must provide your name and postal address.

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mr
First Name Chris
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Last Name Wedgwood

Organisation
(where relevant)

Representing
(if applicable)

Address — line 1

Address —line 2

Address —line 3

Address —line 4

Address —line 5

[ ]
[

Postcode [ ]
]

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Monday 22 July 2019, up until
midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York
Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at
www.york.gov.uk/localplan or you can complete the form online at
www.york.gov.uk/consultations

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the
proposed modifications and new evidence, further to the Local Plan which was submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate in May 2018. You can make comments on any of the
proposed modifications, the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, the updated Habitats
Regulation Assessment, and other background documents which include a Housing
Needs Assessment update and an Addendum to Topic Paper 1: The Approach to Defining
York’s Green Belt. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you think the
proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and
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‘Sound’. These terms are explained as you go through this form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning
Inspectors to consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this
reason, all responses should use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct
as possible and use one response form for each topic or issue you wish to comment
on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, but please ensure that it is
clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional evidence in
advance of, or during the Public Examination. Additional response forms can be collected
from the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can download it from the
council’'s website at www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via
http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations. However you choose to respond, in order for the
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your hame and address
with your response.

Can | submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood?

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful
for that group to send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a
large number of individuals to send in separate representations that repeat the same
points. In such cases the group should indicate how many people it is representing and
how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action group meeting;
signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are
representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses
received and other matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you
consider there is a need to present your representation at a hearing session during the
Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do not give any more weight to issues
presented in person than written evidence.

The Inspectors will use their own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public
Examination. All examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Consultation documents?

The Local Plan Proposed Modifications document, the Sustainability Appraisal/SEA
Addendum and Updated Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) will be available for
inspection at in all of York’s libraries and City of York Council West Offices.

All supporting documents which underpin the City of York Local Plan Proposed
Modifications are available to view online at www.york.gov.uk/localplan and are also
available for inspection at City of York Council West Offices and York Explore.

Part B -Your Representation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)
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3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your
response relate?

The whole approach to the Green Belt in this document is perverse and not consistent with
National Legislation.

The NPPF states that "The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by
keeping land permanently open (paragraph 79)."

* There are five purposes that green belt serves (paragraph 80), to:
o Check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas.

o Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another.

o Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.

o Preserve the setting and special character of historic towns.

o assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.

The NPPF does not state that any of these purposes is more important than any other. The
Planning inspectyor has assessed called in planning applications on the basis that all 5 are equal.

There is no valid justification for the Council to treat any of these with more or less importance
than the others.

The wording of the RSS may have put importance on preserving the historic character of the city,
but this should not be taken to be at the expense of the other 4 purposes.

In any event the RSS isa pre-NPPF document. It is the purpose of the New local plan to replace the
NPPF with an NPPF compliant Local Plan. It would not be NPPF compliant to treat te 5 purposes of
Green Belt differently.

The suggestion that a lesser weight could be applied to some of these purposes is just wrong. The
concept of weight can not be applied in this way.

If a site meets any of the 5 purposes of Green Belt then it is by definition Green Belt. Development
which is inappropriate in the Green Belt is mandated by the NPPF to contribute Substatial harm.

The example in 4.6 ofa wind turbine shows just how dangerous this approach is. The suggestion
that the wind turbine would cause less harm dependant on the Green belt purpose of the land is
just wrong. If the development is inappropriate in the Green Belt it must contribute substantial
harm!

Proposed Modification Reference:

Section 4: York Local Plan Strategic Approach to the Green Belt

Document: TP1 Addendum
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Page Number: Pages 11 to 21

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with:
statutory regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the
Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the
published Consultation Statements and the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be
found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan

4. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
No

4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to
Cooperate?
No

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination
process to explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy
Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to

meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet
requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent
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with achieving sustainable development.

Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against
the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework

5. Based on the Proposed Modification or hew evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
No

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).

5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1):
(tick all that apply)

Positively prepared NO Justified NO

Effective NO Consistent with NO
national policy

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

It is not evidence based and is not consistent with National Policy.
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6. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make the
City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the
tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to soundness.

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify your comments and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations unless at the request of the Inspectors, based on the
matters and issues they identify for examination.

Start again!

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A)

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only)

Yes, | wish to appear at the
examination

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination,
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please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

Complexity of the Issues.

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the
examination.

Part C - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance
with the Data

Protection Act 2018 to inform the Local Plan process. We only ask for what
personal information

is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy notice and we will protect it
and make sure

nobody has access to it who shouldn’t. City of York Council does not pass
personal data to third

parties for marketing, sales or any other commercial purposes without your prior
explicit consent.

As part of the Local Plan process copies of representations made in response to
this consultation

including your personal information must be made available for public inspection
and published

on the Council’'s website; they cannot be treated as confidential or anonymous and
will be

available for inspection in full. Copies of all representations must also be provided

to the Planning Inspectorate as part of the submission of the City of York Local

Plan.1

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:
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The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely
in connection

with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation
on the York

Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details
are already held

on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must
be submitted

to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify
those on the

database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2 Should you
wish to be

removed from the database please contact the Forward Planning team at
localplan@york.gov.uk

or on 01904 552255. Should your personal information have changed please
contact us with the

correct details so that we can ensure the database is accurate and up to date. It
should be noted

that the Local Planning Authority is required to retain your information during the
plan making

process. The information you submit relating to the Local Plan can only cease to
be made

available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of the Plan.3

Retention of Information

Once the Plan is formally adopted we will contact you to ascertain whether you
wish to remain on

the database so that we may contact you regarding planning policy matters
including

Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans. If you don’t
respond to our

emails/letters we will remove your details from the database

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 2018, you can contact
the Council’s

Data Protection Officer at foi@york.gov.uk or go to the website for the Information
Commissioners

Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a
complaint about how your information has been used or how long we have kept it
for, please contact the Customer Feedback Team at foi@york.gov.uk or on 01904
554145.
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Signature NN Date 22/07/2019
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OFFICE USE ONLY:

ID reference:

City of York Local Plan
Proposed Modifications
Consultation Response Form
10 June - 22 July 2019

This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B
Your Representation and Part C How we will use your
Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider
them, we ask that you use this form because it structures your response in the way
in which the Inspectors will consider comments at the Public Examination.

Using the form to submit your comments also means that you can register your
interest in speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C carefully before
completing the form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.
Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.

Any additional sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write
clearly in blue or black ink.

Part A - Personal Details

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you
must provide your name and postal address.

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mr
First Name Chris
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Last Name Wedgwood

Organisation
(where relevant)

Representing
(if applicable)

Address — line 1

Address —line 2

Address —line 3

Address —line 4

Address —line 5

[ ]
[

Postcode [
]

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Monday 22 July 2019, up until
midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York
Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at
www.york.gov.uk/localplan or you can complete the form online at
www.york.gov.uk/consultations

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the
proposed modifications and new evidence, further to the Local Plan which was submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate in May 2018. You can make comments on any of the
proposed modifications, the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, the updated Habitats
Regulation Assessment, and other background documents which include a Housing
Needs Assessment update and an Addendum to Topic Paper 1: The Approach to Defining
York’s Green Belt. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you think the
proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and
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‘Sound’. These terms are explained as you go through this form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning
Inspectors to consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this
reason, all responses should use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct
as possible and use one response form for each topic or issue you wish to comment
on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, but please ensure that it is
clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional evidence in
advance of, or during the Public Examination. Additional response forms can be collected
from the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can download it from the
council’'s website at www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via
http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations. However you choose to respond, in order for the
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your hame and address
with your response.

Can | submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood?

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful
for that group to send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a
large number of individuals to send in separate representations that repeat the same
points. In such cases the group should indicate how many people it is representing and
how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action group meeting;
signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are
representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses
received and other matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you
consider there is a need to present your representation at a hearing session during the
Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do not give any more weight to issues
presented in person than written evidence.

The Inspectors will use their own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public
Examination. All examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Consultation documents?

The Local Plan Proposed Modifications document, the Sustainability Appraisal/SEA
Addendum and Updated Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) will be available for
inspection at in all of York’s libraries and City of York Council West Offices.

All supporting documents which underpin the City of York Local Plan Proposed
Modifications are available to view online at www.york.gov.uk/localplan and are also
available for inspection at City of York Council West Offices and York Explore.

Part B -Your Representation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)
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3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your
response relate?

The methodology for defining the inner boundary to the Green Belt is fatally flawed. It
approaches the issue as if there is not already a Green Belt but there is.

The definition of a Green Belt boundary will remove land from the Green Belt as determined by
the RSS.

The land removed has not been subject to a exceptional circumstances test and has not
been assessed against the 5 purposes of Green Belt in NPPF 80.

The council previously stated to the inspector that any land removed must pass a
exceptional circumstances test.

In this case the council has made up an area for York's built up area. It has then said that
it does not need to assess land in that area and just goes ahead and removes it.

This area is not evidenced and is incorrect. The urban area does not extend to the ring
road the whole way around the city.

If you look at Heslington you can see that on the map it joins up with the built up area
drawn, however Heslington is a village in the Green Belt. Why is it in the Green belt if it
joins up to the York urban area. The answer is it doesn't.

There are fields and open spaces between these 2 settlements which are identified in the
Heslington Village Design Statement as important to keep open to protect the rural
character of the village. These are required to prevent coalecence. But the council ignores
that evidence.

There is a petition of 1300 residents asking for this area to be considered as Local Green
Space since the Council is not giving any regard to it's Green Belt status. It was the
decission of elected representitives that this should be considered by the LocalPlan
working Group, but despite this the officers submitted the Local plan without considering it.

There is no identified need to remove any land from the Green Belt in the first part of the
excercise as all land required to fulfill expected demand is assessed separately in a
different stage. This does not meet the requirement for exceptional circumstances.

The 2005 draft LocalPlan is not a sutiable starting point as it has already been found to
not be evidence based. This document relies upon the 2003 Green Belt Appraisal which
ahs been found by the inspector to not contain any evidence. It also removes land from
the green belt without considering all 5 purpo9ses of Green Belt.

Proposed Modification Reference:

Section 5: Methodology for Defining Green Belt Boundaries
and the rest of the document

Document: TP1 Addendum

Page Number: Pages 22 to 81

Page 2411 of 4486



What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with:
statutory regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the
Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the
published Consultation Statements and the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be
found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan

4. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
No

4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to
Cooperate?
No

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination
process to explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy
Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to

meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet
requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent
with achieving sustainable development.

Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against
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the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework

5. Based on the Proposed Modification or hew evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
No

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).

5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1):
(tick all that apply)

Positively prepared NO Justified NO

Effective NO Consistent with NO
national policy

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

It is not evidence based and is not consistent with National Policy.
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6. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make the
City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the
tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to soundness.

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify your comments and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations unless at the request of the Inspectors, based on the
matters and issues they identify for examination.

Start again!

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A)

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only)

Yes, | wish to appear at the
examination

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination,
please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

Complexity of the Issues.
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Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the
examination.

Part C - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance
with the Data

Protection Act 2018 to inform the Local Plan process. We only ask for what
personal information

is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy notice and we will protect it
and make sure

nobody has access to it who shouldn’t. City of York Council does not pass
personal data to third

parties for marketing, sales or any other commercial purposes without your prior
explicit consent.

As part of the Local Plan process copies of representations made in response to
this consultation

including your personal information must be made available for public inspection
and published

on the Council’'s website; they cannot be treated as confidential or anonymous and
will be

available for inspection in full. Copies of all representations must also be provided
to the Planning Inspectorate as part of the submission of the City of York Local
Plan.1

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely
in connection

with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation
on the York
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Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details
are already held

on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must
be submitted

to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify
those on the

database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2 Should you
wish to be

removed from the database please contact the Forward Planning team at
localplan@york.gov.uk

or on 01904 552255. Should your personal information have changed please
contact us with the

correct details so that we can ensure the database is accurate and up to date. It
should be noted

that the Local Planning Authority is required to retain your information during the
plan making

process. The information you submit relating to the Local Plan can only cease to
be made

available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of the Plan.3

Retention of Information

Once the Plan is formally adopted we will contact you to ascertain whether you
wish to remain on

the database so that we may contact you regarding planning policy matters
including

Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans. If you don’t
respond to our

emails/letters we will remove your details from the database

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 2018, you can contact
the Council’s

Data Protection Officer at foi@york.gov.uk or go to the website for the Information
Commissioners

Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a
complaint about how your information has been used or how long we have kept it
for, please contact the Customer Feedback Team at foi@york.gov.uk or on 01904
554145,

Signature I Date 22/07/2019
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PM:SID 420 - 1

I

From: jadu-www@rsvm120.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk

Sent: 22 July 2019 22:16

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been submitted
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been submitted via the
CYC website.

Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

NOTE: This information is only retained within the CYC CMS for 3 months, for quality assurance
purposes - it is then deleted and destroyed.

Submission details
e Web ref: 123001
o Date submitted: 22/07/2019
o Time submitted: 22:15:50

The following is a copy of the details included.

About your comments

Whose views on the proposed modifications to the Local Plan do your comments
represent?

Own comments

About you (individual response)

Name: Mrs Jane Moorhouse

Address: I

About the organisation, group or other individual you are representing
Name:

Name of your organisation (if applicable):

Name of the organisation, group or other individual you represent:

Contact address: , , ,,
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Contact details (individual or group)

Email address: [
Telephone number: NG

What are your comments about

Which proposed modification or new evidence document are you commenting on?
Proposed modification reference (PM1 to PM46): PM40

Document: TP1: Approach to Defining York's Green Belt -Addendum

Page number: pg 81

Your comments - Legal compliance of the Local Plan

Based on the proposed modification or evidence document, do you consider the Local
Plan is legally compliant?:

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant
Do you consider the Local Plan to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?:
No, does not comply with Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you do/do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant or in
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate:

| am totally unable to complete this form within your time limit! This is the third time I've tried to
submit my comments - each time i've written my page & press next, | find that I've been timed out
& all my comments are lost!! This is a totally unfair & unjust & Undemocratic process. No ordinary
person has the time to be able to submit reasonable comprehensive comments. The whole Local
Plan process has been devised to not allow residents have their say about their little rural villages
on the outskirts of York being overdeveloped & sat upon by CYC with travellers sites/showpeople
sites/ industry & extra housing that CYC dont wish to have in the City centre because they want
York to have a perception of being open & rural!!

Your comments - whether the Local Plan is 'sound’

Based on the proposed modification or new evidence document indicated, do you consider
the Local Plan to be 'sound'?:

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to be sound
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Your comments - the Local Plan is 'sound’ (if applicable)

Related to the proposed modification or evidence document indicated above, you consider
the Local Plan to be 'sound’ - which of the 4 'tests of soundness' are relevant to your
opinion:

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

Your comments - the Local Plan is not 'sound’ (if applicable)

Related to the proposed modification or evidence document indicated above, you do not
consider the Local Plan to be 'sound' - which of the 4 'tests of soundness’ are relevant to
your opinion:

Not positively prepared,Not justified,Not effective,Not consistent with national policy
Please give reasons for your answer(s):

Elvington Parish Council & the majority of Elvington residents supported Site H26 (and did not
support H39). H26 is a logical join of two residential parts of Elvington. Yet CYC insist that H26
would causes a significant change to the form of the Village. However now in Table 2 that
describe site SP1 (a Travelling Showpeople 3 plot site) as a Village extension - why is H26
dismissed as being an illogical village extension. H26 is on the main road - H39 is up a currently
quiet safe rural road which will totally spoil the characteristics of our rural child-friendly village
estate of Beckside.

Your comments - necessary changes

| suggest the following change(s) to make the Local Plan legally compliant or 'sound':

| suggest H26 is re-instated and developed in preference to H39.

| also suggest that SP1 is deleted as per the original Planning Inspectorate report which stated the
Thravelling Showpeople site should only be for a temporary period whilst CYC found more
suitable sites. SP1 is next door to 5 residential houses - 4 of which are part of the Georgian
Brinkworth Estate. The Stables plot is adjacent to a beautiful historical tree-lined driveway leading
up to three of these houses.

If the Stables site (SP1) is taken out of Greenbelt then this sets a precedent for its neighbouring
field & the historiacl properies to be also taken out of Greenbelt (else discrimnation exists between
Showpeople & ordinary residents)

If you are seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination?

No, | do not wish to participate
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If you wish to participate at the hearing sessions, please state why you consider this to be
hecessary:
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PM:SID 420 - 2

I

From: jadu-www@rsvm120.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk

Sent: 22 July 2019 22:51

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been submitted
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been submitted via the
CYC website.

Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

NOTE: This information is only retained within the CYC CMS for 3 months, for quality assurance
purposes - it is then deleted and destroyed.

Submission details
¢ Web ref: 123009
o Date submitted: 22/07/2019
o Time submitted: 22:51:19

The following is a copy of the details included.

About your comments

Whose views on the proposed modifications to the Local Plan do your comments
represent?

Own comments

About you (individual response)

Name: Mrs Jane Moorhouse

Address: I

About the organisation, group or other individual you are representing
Name:

Name of your organisation (if applicable):

Name of the organisation, group or other individual you represent:

Contact address: , , ,,
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Contact details (individual or group)

Email address: [
Telephone number: GG

What are your comments about

Which proposed modification or new evidence document are you commenting on?
Proposed modification reference (PM1 to PM46): PM40

Document: TP1 Annex 5

Page number: pg, 14, 41, 45

Your comments - Legal compliance of the Local Plan

Based on the proposed modification or evidence document, do you consider the Local
Plan is legally compliant?:

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant
Do you consider the Local Plan to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?:
No, does not comply with Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you do/do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant or in
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate:

Elvington residents comments have been totally ignored on each consultation.

The new siting of ST15 away from the A64 & instead now across the Elvington Runway is
ludicrous. It destroys much of the tourism that the runway attracts from the Yorkshire Air Museum,
& its race days & speed records.

The previous siting is far more logical despite CYC's insistence that it harms the perception of
York being surrounded by a rural hinterland - what rural hinterland if you are going to destroy all
the villages on the outskirts!

SP1 being taken out of Green Belt is totally discriminatory against the ordinary resident of
Elvington. A travelling Showpeople Site of 3 plots up along a historic tree-lined driveway leading to
the Georgian complex of 3 houses. plus the site SP1 has two further houses adjacent to it. It is not
surounded by industry - it is in a gorgeous peaceful wild animal habitat which is all Green Belt &
the residents here have had to abide by all the rules.

Your comments - whether the Local Plan is 'sound’

2
Page 2422 of 4486



Based on the proposed modification or new evidence document indicated, do you consider
the Local Plan to be 'sound'?:

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to be sound

Your comments - the Local Plan is 'sound’ (if applicable)

Related to the proposed modification or evidence document indicated above, you consider
the Local Plan to be 'sound’ - which of the 4 'tests of soundness' are relevant to your
opinion:

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

Your comments - the Local Plan is not 'sound’ (if applicable)

Related to the proposed modification or evidence document indicated above, you do not
consider the Local Plan to be 'sound’ - which of the 4 'tests of soundness’ are relevant to
your opinion:

Not positively prepared,Not justified,Not effective,Not consistent with national policy
Please give reasons for your answer(s):
The Plan is ignoring the Green Belt rules governing conservation areas, positioning of Travelling

People sites, Wildlife Corridors, previous planning Inspector decisions regarding the Green Belt
status of Elvington Village & The Stables, Elvington

Your comments - necessary changes
| suggest the following change(s) to make the Local Plan legally compliant or 'sound':

Re-siting of ST15 away from runway & closer to A 64;

Re-instating of H26 instead of H39;

Deletion of SP1 as a Travelling Showperons Site; A site should be found on Brownfield or a field
that is not adjacent to 5 residential houses! The Showpersons site is basically an Employment site
with all its equipment and maintenance work that takes place! it is totally unjust to have such a site
in its current position = as per the original Planning Inspectorate report at the Appeal hearing
when it was first given temporary permission.

If you are seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination?

No, | do not wish to participate

If you wish to participate at the hearing sessions, please state why you consider this to be
necessary:

Page 2423 of 4486



Page 2424 of 4486



PM:SID 420 - 3

I

From: jadu-www@rsvm121.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk

Sent: 22 July 2019 23:07

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been submitted
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been submitted via the
CYC website.

Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

NOTE: This information is only retained within the CYC CMS for 3 months, for quality assurance
purposes - it is then deleted and destroyed.

Submission details
e Web ref: 123015
o Date submitted: 22/07/2019
e Time submitted: 23:07:18

The following is a copy of the details included.

About your comments

Whose views on the proposed modifications to the Local Plan do your comments
represent?

Own comments

About you (individual response)

Name: Mrs Jane Moorhouse

Address: I

About the organisation, group or other individual you are representing
Name:

Name of your organisation (if applicable):

Name of the organisation, group or other individual you represent:

Contact address: , , ,,
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Contact details (individual or group)

Email address: [
Telephone number: GG

What are your comments about

Which proposed modification or new evidence document are you commenting on?
Proposed modification reference (PM1 to PM46): PM40

Document: TP1 Annex 4

Page number: pg, 16, 18, 20

Your comments - Legal compliance of the Local Plan

Based on the proposed modification or evidence document, do you consider the Local
Plan is legally compliant?:

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant
Do you consider the Local Plan to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?:
No, does not comply with Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you do/do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant or in
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate:

Elvington Village should not become an inset village. It has good open views to the surrounding
Green belt. It is an historical village which York should be proud of & try to protect.

Elvington Industrial Estate: The map showing the portion that is being taken out of greenbelt also
covers Elvington Park & the Conifers ( which are residential areas bordering fields)! The Industrial

area should be the only part that is treated as non-greenbelt.

Your comments - whether the Local Plan is 'sound’

Based on the proposed modification or new evidence document indicated, do you consider

the Local Plan to be 'sound'?:

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to be sound
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Your comments - the Local Plan is 'sound’ (if applicable)

Related to the proposed modification or evidence document indicated above, you consider
the Local Plan to be 'sound’ - which of the 4 'tests of soundness' are relevant to your
opinion:

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

Your comments - the Local Plan is not 'sound’ (if applicable)

Related to the proposed modification or evidence document indicated above, you do not
consider the Local Plan to be 'sound’ - which of the 4 'tests of soundness’ are relevant to
your opinion:

Not positively prepared,Not justified,Not effective
Please give reasons for your answer(s):
Only the industrial & commercial areas should be treated as non-greenbelt. The Village is an

historical rural village with farms & rural traditions. York should be proud of it's small villages &
protect the history if it whiches to portray itself as a Rural City.

Your comments - necessary changes
| suggest the following change(s) to make the Local Plan legally compliant or 'sound':

Do not treat Elvington Village an an inset village;

Redefine the greenbelt boundary around Elvington Industrial Estate so that it does not include the
residental housing estates of Elvington park, The Conifers & Jubilee Court;

Do not take The Stables, Elvington Lane, out of Greenbelt. A Travelling Showpersons site of three
plots (with numerous equiment & maintenance work) is totally inappropriately placed in this
position next two 5 residential houses (Oak Trees, Brinkworth Lodge, Brinkworth Park House,
Brinkworth Hall, The Old Coach House)

If you are seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination?

No, | do not wish to participate

If you wish to participate at the hearing sessions, please state why you consider this to be
necessary:
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From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

May, Rachel (Avison Young - UK) [Rachel.May@avisonyoung.com]

19 July 2019 11:26

localplan@york.gov.uk

Halman, Gary (Avison Young - UK); Rebecca Mitchell

City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation

City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications_Topic Paper TP1 - Approach to Defining
Yorks Green Belt Representation.pdf; City of York Local Plan Proposed
Modifications_Consultation Response Form.pdf; City of York Local Plan Proposed
Modifications_Housing Needs Assessment Representation.pdf

Follow up
Completed

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Good morning,

Please find aftached representations to the City of York Local Plan Proposed
Modifications Consultation which have been submitted on behalf of Barwood Strategic

Land Il LLP.

| would be grateful if you could confirm safe receipt of these representations.

Kind regards,

Rachel

Rachel May

Planner

rachel.may@avisonyoung.com

Avison Young

Planning, Development and Regeneration
Norfolk House, 7 Norfolk Street

Manchester, M2 1DW
United Kingdom

D +44 (0)161 956 4080
M +44 (0)787 359 1256

avisonyoung.co.uk
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Blog | Twitter | Property Listings | LinkedIn | YouTube | Instagram

Avison Young is the trading name of GVA Acuity Limited

Legal Disclaimer
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City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE ONLY:
Proposed Modifications D reference:
Consultation Response Form
10 June — 22 July 2019

This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will
consider comments at the Public Examination.

Using the form to submit your comments also means that you can register your interest in
speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C carefully before completing the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.

Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.
Any additional sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or
black ink.

Part A - Personal Detalils

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you must provide your
name and postal address.

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Ms. Mr.
First Name Rebecca Gary
Last Name Mitchell Halman
Organisation Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP Avison Young
(where relevant)
Representing Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP
(if applicable)
Address —line 1 [¢/0 Agent Norfolk House
Address — line 2 7 Norfolk Street
Address —line 3
Address — line 4 Manchester
Address — line 5
Postcode M2 1DW
E-mail Address Gary.halman@avisonyoung.com

Telephone Number 0161 956 4056

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
Page 2431 of 4486


mailto:Gary.halman@avisonyoung.com

Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at www.york.gov.uk/localplan
or you can complete the form online at www.york.gov.uk/consultations

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and new evidence, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications, the
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, the updated Habitats Regulation Assessment, and other background
documents which include a Housing Needs Assessment update and an Addendum to Topic Paper 1: The
Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you
think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and
‘Sound’. These terms are explained as you go through this form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case,
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination. Additional response forms can be collected from
the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can download it from the council’s website at
www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations.
However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to consider your comments you must
provide your name and address with your response.

Can | submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood?

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence.

The Inspectors will use their own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All
examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Consultation documents?

The Local Plan Proposed Modifications document, the Sustainability Appraisal/SEA Addendum and
Updated Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) will be available for inspection at in all of York’s libraries
and City of York Council West Offices.

All supporting documents which underpin the City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications are available
to view online at www.york.gov.uk/localplan and are also available for inspection at City of York Council
West Offices and York Explore.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part B -Your Representation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)

3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your response relate?

e PM4, PM5, PM20a to PM20d, PM21a to PM20d, PM22 and PM44
Proposed Modification Reference:

Housing Needs Assessment
Document:

Page Number:

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal
(SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and
the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan

4. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes[ | No I

4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to Cooperate?

Yes| | No |}

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

Please refer to enclosed Representations. It should be noted that comments in relation to the
above refereces relates to the housing number and therefore only one form has been
completed.

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of it for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

5. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?

Yes | ] No [}

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1): (tick all that apply)

Positively prepared | Justified [ |

Effective . Consistent with .
national policy

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

Please refer to attached representations which clearly demonstrate that the Plan is not sound.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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6. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the tests you
have identified at question 5 where this relates to soundness.

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text
and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support/justify your comments and suggested modification, as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the
Inspectors, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.

Please refer to enclosed Representations.

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the
Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing D Yes, | wish to appear at the .
session at the examination. | would like my examination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary:

Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP respectfully request that the representations enclosed are taken into

consideration and that our client are kept up to date with the Examination in Public timetable. Avison

\Fgloun confirn}, on behalf of Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP, that it would seek to participate in the Local
an Examination.

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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Part B -Your Representation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)

3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your response relate?

Proposed Modification Reference: PM29

Addendum to Topic Paper 1: The Approach to

Document: Defining York’s Green Belt

Page Number:

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal
(SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and
the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan

4. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes[ | No [

4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to Cooperate?

Yes| | No |}

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

Please refer to enclosed Representations.

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of it for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy - the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

5. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes | | No

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1): (tick all that apply)

Positively prepared ] Justified [ ]

Effective . Consistent with .
national policy

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

Please refer to attached representations which clearly demonstrate that the Plan is not sound.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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6. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the tests you
have identified at question 5 where this relates to soundness.

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text
and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support/justify your comments and suggested modification, as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the
Inspectors, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.

Please refer to enclosed Representations.

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the
Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing D Yes, | wish to appear at the .
session at the examination. | would like my examination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary:

Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP respectfully request that the representations enclosed are taken into

consideration and that our client are kept up to date with the Examination in Public timetable. Avison

\Fgloun confirn}, on behalf of Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP, that it would seek to participate in the Local
an Examination.

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgéudy3aadd486



Part B -Your Representation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)

3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your response relate?

Proposed Modification Reference:

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment

Document: (SHLAA) Figure 6

Page Number:

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal
(SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and
the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan

4. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes[ | No [

4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to Cooperate?

Yes| | No |}

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

Please refer to Question 5 answer.

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of it for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy - the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

5. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes | | No

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1): (tick all that apply)

Positively prepared ] Justified [ ]

Effective . Consistent with .
national policy

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

The detailed housing trajectory currently out for consultation has been amended to reflect the
new OAN figure of 790 dpa.

Notwithstanding this, there have been no other changes, for example to the assumed delivery
rates or lead in times for strategic sites, save for the deletion of strategic sites H59 and ST35.

This response form should be read in conjunction with our previous representations which
addressed these matters comprehensively.

In addition, figure 6 states that a total of 590 net housing completions took place during the
2018/19 monitoring year, whereas the recently published Full Year Housing Monitoring Update
gives this figure at 449. The trajectory is therefore inconsistent with other Council published data.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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6. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the tests you
have identified at question 5 where this relates to soundness.

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text
and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support/justify your comments and suggested modification, as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the
Inspectors, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.

Please refer to Question 5 answer.

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the
Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing D Yes, | wish to appear at the .
session at the examination. | would like my examination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary:

Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP respectfully request that the representations enclosed are taken into

consideration and that our client are kept up to date with the Examination in Public timetable. Avison

\Fgloun confirn}, on behalf of Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP, that it would seek to participate in the Local
an Examination.

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgéudy4nadd486



Part C - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 2018 to inform the Local Plan process. We only ask for what personal information
is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy notice and we will protect it and make sure
nobody has access to it who shouldn’t. City of York Council does not pass personal data to third
parties for marketing, sales or any other commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

As part of the Local Plan process copies of representations made in response to this consultation
including your personal information must be made available for public inspection and published
on the Council’s website; they cannot be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be
available for inspection in full. Copies of all representations must also be provided to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of the submission of the City of York Local Plan.1

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2 Should you wish to be
removed from the database please contact the Forward Planning team at localplan@york.gov.uk
or on 01904 552255. Should your personal information have changed please contact us with the
correct details so that we can ensure the database is accurate and up to date. It should be noted
that the Local Planning Authority is required to retain your information during the plan making
process. The information you submit relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made
available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of the Plan.s

Retention of Information

Once the Plan is formally adopted we will contact you to ascertain whether you wish to remain on
the database so that we may contact you regarding planning policy matters including
Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans. If you don’t respond to our
emails/letters we will remove your details from the database

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 2018, you can contact the Council’s
Data Protection Officer at foi@york.gov.uk or go to the website for the Information Commissioners
Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a complaint about
how your information has been used or how long we have kept it for, please contact the Customer
Feedback Team at foi@york.gov.uk or on 01904 554145.

Date | 19/07/2019

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgéudy4padd486
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On Behal

f of Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation: Topic Paper TP1

1.

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

These representations are submitted on behalf of Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP to the Green Belt Topic
Paper TP1 Addendum. Barwood has made extensive representations to the local plan throughout all key
stages. These latest representations should be read in conjunction with those submitted to the Council in
April 20182, Section 3 of those representations comprised a detailed critique of the Council’'s then Green Belt
evidence base and reached the overall conclusion that the Council’s approach was deeply flawed and
the Plan was based upon an outdated appraisal of the York Green Belt, work essentially carried our prior to
2003.

The latest Green Belt Addendum Paper, prepared in response to requests by the Inspectors seeks to provide
further justification and explanation of the Council's approach, firstly to define a long-term Green Belt
boundary around the city and secondly to cast some light on how it has assessed and chosen proposed
housing and employment sites when making allocations on land currently within the general extent of the

Green Belt.

We set out at the outset that we do not believe the Topic Paper Addendum provides a sound and properly
justified approach, not least because it still relies fundamentally upon the work underpinning the 2003 Green
Belt Appraisal. Whilst there have been some partial updates subsequent to the 2003 work, this focuses upon
heritage and relate to specific areas and sites; none of the post 2003 updates (in the form only of heritage
topic papers) comprise a comprehensive review, nor do they re-evaluate fully the historic character and

setting areas originally identified from limited fieldwork in 2003.

In summary Barwood maintains its objection that the Plan relies upon an out of date evidence base in this
regard, contrary to Planning Policy Guidance. The Green Belt Addendum does nothing to reassure or offer
any confidence that this matter has been addressed. In fact, as the following sections demonstrate, quite

the reverse.

1 Representations on behalf of Barwood Land Strategic Il LLP: Land at Moor Lane, Winthorpe, York April 2018, HOW Planning LLP

July 2019

Page: 1
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2.

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

25

York Local Plan Strategic Approach to the Green Belt

Section 4 of the Addendum describes the Council’s strategic approach to Green Belt definition. It confirms
(4.14) that the approach to the Green Belt Appraisal (2003) and its subsequent historic and setting updates
(2011and 2013) identify and summarise key components which are important fo York’s sefting and special
character, and these underpin the approach of the City of York Local Plan. Collectively this is termed the

"Green Belt Appraisal” work.

This confirms that the Council still relies upon essentially the 2003 work as the evidence base underpinning its
Green Belt approach. The remainder of this section of the Addendum then identifies, by reference to the
historic Green Belt Appraisal work, various areas around the City and their relationship to Green Belt
purposes. This focuses upon consideration of which areas it is necessary to keep permanently open to
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns (purpose 4). This is regarded as the primary

purpose of York's Green Belt.

Land which is regarded as fulfiling a role in relation to each Green Belt purpose is identified and considered
in the remainder of this Chapter, culminating in an overall Plan (figure 7) which, through a combination of
the previous drawings shows land which has been identified as ‘“strategically important to keep

permanently open” (paragraph 4.42).

We make two points in response to this section of the Addendum. First, this Chapter confirms that there has
been no new field work or assessment to consider whether land originally identified in 2003 as fulfiling one or
more Green Belt purposes still does so today. We believe that there have been changes in policy and best
practice approach, as well as physical circumstances on the ground, which should have caused the
authority to carry out a proper, comprehensive reappraisal of the open land around York and the extent to

which it still fulfils Green Belt purposes.

Second, that virtually all the Council’s strategic site allocations lie within areas of land identified in Figure 7 as
strategic areas to keep permanently open. Thus identification of land fulfiling Green Belt purposes is not a

bar to its consideration and identification as a sustainable development site.

Date: March 2019 Page: 2
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3.

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

35

Methodology for Defining Green Belt Boundaries

This section of the Addendum considers, inter alia, the definition of the inner Green Belt boundary. It says that
the key role of the inner Green Belt boundary is “to establish long-term development limits to the built up
area, and distinguished land that needs to be kept permanently open to meet the purposes of Green Belt
including safeguarding the special character and sefting of the historic City” (5.16). It goes on o subdivide
land surrounding the urban area into seven subsections which are then further subdivided into smaller
parcels, described in Annex 3 to the Addendum. Paragraph 5.9 of the Addendum reflects national policy
and confirms that, in setting detailed boundaries of the Green Belt Authorities must not include land which it

is unnecessary to keep permanently openz.

Paragraph 5.42 of the Addendum highlights that the Councils approach to site selection uses “spatial
shapers” to establish the best sites for development “by avoiding areas which it is necessary to keep
permanently open”. Annex 3, referred to earlier, considers in detail the definition of inner Green Belt
boundaries within the seven sub-areas. Land in which Barwood has a controlling interest falls within section 1
and specifically boundary 2 (page ref: A3: 9). The associated plan shows the inner boundary proposed by
the Council notated as “Section 1". A significant portion of Barwood's site lies outside any of the areas
identified as fulfiling Green Belt purposes, and crucially outside the area identified as protecting special
character and setting (including coalescence). This is land which is regarded as important to keep

permanently open in order to protect York's special historic character.

The tabulated/pro forma assessment of the inner boundary (section 1, boundary 2 at page A3:9) fails to
distinguish between this part of the land, which lies outside any of the areas identified as fulfilling Green Belt
purposes, and other land which it considers does meet one or more purposes. In relation to both the
approach to Strategic Openness and Local Openness discussed in the Addendum, the Council’s approach
to defining the inner boundary at this point simply fails to reflect its own evidence base and fails to justify why

it might be appropriate to depart from it.

Whilst the overall conclusion in this Appendix (page A3:11) is that “evidence shows that land fo the south of
the proposed boundary should be kept open in order to assist in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment and fo preserve the historic character and setting of the City” we would respectfully point

out that the evidence does nothing of the sort.

Furthermore, even in relation to the wider area of land south of Moor Lane which is shown as contributing to
protecting special character and setting, the Council’s analysis is flawed and perpetuates previous
assertions that views across this land to York Minster justify retaining all the land south of Moor Lane as
permanently open. Our representations in April 2018, which are based on detailed fieldwork, demonstrate

this to be an inaccurate characterisation of the true picture.

2 NPPF (2012) para 85, Second bullet. Note that the Topic Paper Addendum misquotes this; there is a drafting error and “necessary”
should read “unnecessary”.

Date: March 2019 Page: 3
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4.

4.1

4.2

4.3

Permanence and Safeguarded Land

Representations submitted on behalf of Barwood in April 2018 addressed the issue of permanence and
objected to the omission of a safeguarded land policy in the Plan. Those representations argued for a Green
Belt capable of enduring until at least 2043; the Addendum adopts the position that the Green Belt will
endure for a minimum 20 years ie to 2037/38. Safeguarded land as a policy tool is well established and

understood. Its advantages, in supporting a long-term permanent Green Belt boundary are clear.

By having a pool of safeguarded land, a Local Planning Authority has a reserve area of land resource in
sustainable locations which it can look to (by means of a partial review of the Plan) should circumstances
require it. Such circumstances could include higher levels of growth being achieved than the Plan
anticipated or that allocated housing/employment sites and other sources of land supply (for example
urban capacity/windfall) have not delivered at the rates or times assumed in the Plans trajectory. Either of
these situations or a combination could plausibly give rise to a need for further land release during the plan
period or soon afterwards in order to maintain continuity of supply to meet local needs. We do not regard
the “oversupply” identified at para 7.103 of the Addendum to be an oversupply in reality for a number of
reasons, including because of the Plan’s underestimate of housing need and the difficulties of delivering a
number of the proposed allocation sites, certainly within the timescales identified in the trajectory. The
Councils position on post-Plan provision is therefore not sufficient to obviate the need for a safeguarded

land policy, which covers more than purely future housing needs in any event.

Such further sites would almost inevitably need to come from the Green Belt necessitating a further and
premature review, contrary to policy. Where a detailed Green Belt boundary is being defined, as here, for
the first time, a cautious approach should be taken to ensure the Plan is sufficiently flexible to respond to
such eventualities and a safeguarded land policy is a recognised, established and entirely appropriate
means by which to provide this “safety valve” whilst still retaining confidence in a long term, durable Green

Belt boundary.

Date: March 2019 Page: 4
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5.

51

5.2

Exceptional Circumstances

Itis clear that, even on the basis of the Council’s approach to OAN (which we consider to be deeply flawed,
and a significant underestimate — see separate representations to the housing policy modifications) that
insufficient land is currently available to meet Plan requirements. Even after taking into account other
sources of supply, including urban capacity it is clear that York's future housing, employment and other
development needs over an extended period of time can only be achieved through release of land from
the general extent of the Green Belt established in RSS. We are quite clear and agree with the Council that

exceptional circumstances exist which necessitate Green Belt release.

The extent of release needed depends partly on the level of need which the Plan requires to be met (which
we consider to be an underestimate currently) and the robustness of its assumptions around windfall sites
and urban capacity generally. We have previously made representations (see April 2018 submission)
highlighting reasons why the windfall allowance is considered to be an overestimate, a matter which we
anticipate will be explored in more detail in the Examination process, as will the urban capacity and true

deliverability of the Council’s identified sites which it claims total 6,502 dwellings (7.72).

Date: March 2019 Page: 5
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6.

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

Development Sites in the Green Belt

Paragraph 8.3 of the Addendum outlines that the Council has undertaken a site selection process to identify
potentially suitable sites and reviewed them against Green Belt purposes. It has sought, it claims, to identify
sites to come forward for housing, employment and other uses which are all in sustainable locations “offering

least harm to the Green Belt when considered against the purposes set out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF”.

The section goes out to set out a three stage process of Site Appraisal (para 8.4) culminating in (para 8.6)
Table 2 which presents 21 sites in the Local Plan, considered by York to be the most suitable and sustainable
and causing the least harm to the Green Belt. Aithough a key purpose of this document is to illuminate and
detail the means by which site allocations in the Green Belt were chosen in our view the Addendum fails to
do so. The process of site selection, from a Green Belt perspective, remains obscure and not justified, and this
is a significant failing of the Plan. By way of example, as noted earlier, Annex 3 identifies a significant portion
of the Barwood objection site at Moor Lane as lying outside any area identified in the Council’s evidence

base as being important to keep permanently open.

The Council’s preferred site allocations are detailed in Annex 5 to the Addendum. Many of these lie within
areas identified in the evidence base as fulfiling one or more Green Belt purposes and which should be kept
permanently open. By way of example, Site ST31 (land at Tadcaster Road, Copmanthorpe) (7.5 ha, 158
dwellings) lies partly within an area identified as important to prevent sprawl, and partly within an area
protecting special character and setting (including coalescence). The latter is regarded as crucial to the
preservation of the setting and special character of York; the proforma accompanying this site confirms that
this notation derives from the 2003 Green Belt evidence base. It goes on to note that “"development would
have a detrimental impact on the separation between Copmanthorpe and the urban fringe while reducing
the gap between the vilage and the main urban area of York”. In relation to purpose 4 (preserving the
setting and special character of historic towns) similar text is included, with the importance of its separating
role highlighted, "in order to retain the separation of settlements with a separate identity and physical

character and retain the pattern of York’s villages within a rural setting”.

Notwithstanding the fact that this strategic allocation apparently contradicts the approach to site selection

identified in the Topic Paper Addendum, the allocation is carried forward into the Submission Plan.

This highlights the lack of fransparency and consistency, from a Green Belt perspective, of the Council’s

approach to selecting strategic sites.

Date: March 2019 Page: 6
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7.

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

Summary

These representations address the Addendum to Topic Paper 1 (Approach to defining York's Green Belf).

They should be read alongside Barwood's representations to the submission Plan in April 2018.

Barwood maintains its objections to the Councils approach to defining a long term, durable Green Belt
boundary. Although the Addendum contains more information than was set out in the original very brief
Topic Paper 1 (May 2018) it fails to address the key point, namely that the baseline work which the Council
relies upon dates from 2003. No comprehensive reassessment of the open land around York and the extent
to which it should remain permanently open in order to meet Green Belt purposes has been carried out. This

represents a serious and fundamental flaw in the Councils evidence base.

The way in which judgements were made as to which sites should be released from the Green Belt to meet
development needs is still obscure and not properly justified. Sites such as Barwood's south of Moor Lane are
excluded in the Green Belt Appraisal from the area considered to fulfil Green Belt purposes whereas other
areas close by (see site ST31) which are said to fulfil important Green Belt purposes have been allocated for

housing. The rational and logic for this approach is unclear.

The Council has published an updated assessment of OAN. Separate representations address this and
demonstrate the flaws in this work and that the report’s conclusion, which is to reduce the level of housing
need, is not justified or evidence based. As a result further sites which must come from areas of Green Belt

will need to be found if the city is to meet its full level of need.

Date: March 2019 Page: 7
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On Behalf of Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation

1.

11

1.2

July 2019

Introduction

These representations comment upon the Housing Needs Update January 2019 which is relied upon by the
Council as justifying a number of proposed modifications to the Plan, most particularly those which seek to

give effect to the reduced level of housing need which the Council considers this report justifies.

As well as containing our comments on the Housing Needs Update Report, this representation should
therefore be taken as objecting to relevant policy and textural changes in the Plan including the following

modifications: PM4; PM5; PM20A-20D; PM21A-21D; PM22; PM44.

Page: 1
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f of Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation

2.

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

25

2.6

July 2019

Representations

Attached at Appendix 1 is a report by Hatch Regeneris comprising a review of York’s Housing Need. This
document comprises a critical review of the new housing need evidence published by the Council following

work by GL Hearn.

For the reasons set out in Hatch Regeneris’ report, their conclusion is that the Council’'s new evidence lacks
the transparency necessary to fully test it, makes flawed judgments about the appropriate projections for
York and contains assumptions which are not backed by evidence. The overall conclusion is that the study

significantly understates York's full OAN.

The Hatch Regeneris work concludes that the minimum OAN for York should be 1,026 dpa, a level of housing
growth that would support future employment growth and has the potential to deliver significantly higher

levels of affordable housing.

In addition to a detailed critique of the OAN methodlogy and key inputs, Hatch Regeneris also raise an
important point about the relationship between the Council's revised OAN figure and the Duty to Co-

operate (see paras 2.8-2.13).

Hatch Regeneris highlight (2.12) that there appears to be no further update on the Duty to Co-operate
process and what neighbouring Authorities consider to be any issues arising out of the 9% reduction in York's
housing need to 790 dpa. Given the relationship between planned housing and jobs growth and in light of
the fact that York is a net importer of journeys to work, the Council should demonstrate at the Examination
that its Duty to Co-operate partners are satisfied that the revised lower figure has no adverse implications for

them and the range across boundary issues identified through the process to date.

Please refer to the attached Hatch Regeneris report for our client's detailed representations and
fundamental objections to the Council's approach to assessing and meeting housing need during the Plan

period.

Page: 2
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Barwood Strategic Land || LLP

Review of York Housing Need

This report contains the expression of the professional opinion of Hatch Regeneris (the trading name of Hatch
Associates UK). It is based upon information available at the time of its preparation. The quality of the information,
conclusions and estimates contained in the report is consistent with the intended level of accuracy as set out in this
report, as well as the circumstances and constraints under which this report was prepared.

The report was prepared for the sole and exclusive use of Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP. Hatch Associates Limited
shall only be liable to Barwood Strategic Land Il LLP and is not liable to any third party who intends to rely on or has
relied or is currently relying upon this report (in whole or part).

18 July 2019

www.hatchregeneris.com
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Introduction

Hatch Regeneris was commissioned by Barwood Strategic Land to provide a critical review
of the City of York’s recently published new housing need evidence January 2019. This
has been submitted to the Examination in Public of the City of York Local Plan, and provides
an updated objectively assessed housing need (OAN) figure of 790 dwellings per annum
(dpa). The Council is now relying on this new evidence and the OAN figure in the
publication version of the Local Plan.

At the request of the Inspectors, the Council is currently carrying out a consultation on the
new evidence which closes on 22" July, which will inform the EIP. The report for Barwood
Strategic Land is intended to provide part its response to the consultation.

The report assesses each aspect of EX/CYC/9’s treatment of the OAN evidence and its
soundness as the basis for the figure proposed in the Local Plan. This includes:

o The housing market area and evidence relating to it.

o The study’s conclusions on the appropriate population and household projections
for York.

o How future jobs and housing are aligned in the OAN, and what this implies for the
Local Plan.

o How the OAN evidence addresses market signals indicators and the adjustments it

makes for this.
o Briefly, the study’s treatment of affordable housing need.

The conclusion of the review is that the Council’s new evidence lacks the transparency
necessary to fully test it, makes flawed judgements about the appropriate projections for
York and contains assumptions which are not backed by evidence. The outcome is that
the study significantly understates York’s full OAN.
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Essential Context

Publication Local Plan

The publication draft City of York Local Plan was submitted for examination in May 2018.
Policies SS1 and H1 identify an OAN of a minimum of 867 dwellings per annum. This is
treated as the basis of York’s housing requirement for a plan period to 2033, extended to
2037/8 to take account of the greenbelt period. A 20% buffer reflecting past persistent
under-delivery of housing is included and built into the planned supply in the early years of
the Plan.

Since its publication, the Council has proposed to the Inspectors what it described as minor
modifications to the Local Plan that reflected a reduction in its preferred OAN figure from
867 dpa to 790 dpa for the Local Plan period 2013-33 (EX/CYC/13).

This change is based on new OAN evidence prepared by GL Hearn for the Council (EX
CYC 9) and published in January 2019. The Housing Needs Update report takes account
of new population, household, jobs, labour force and affordability data.

We agree with the Inspectors’ response to the Council, which is that the change to the
proposed OAN figure is fundamental to the soundness of the Local Plan, and that the
proposed modifications to site allocations and green belt boundaries cannot be considered
minor modifications (EX INS 6). The revised OAN of 790 dpa is substantially lower (9%)
than the 867 dpa figure in the publication draft Plan.

This has led to a further public consultation on the Local Plan which is the focus of this
report and our client’s representations.

The Plan (Policy SS1) is clear about the annual number of jobs (650) for which it is providing
employment land. The explanatory text indicates this is for the period 2017-38 (ie 21
years). Elsewhere (Policy EC1 Employment Land), the Plan suggests that the figure of
650 per annum was drawn from 2015 Oxford Economic projections (para. 4.2). The Plan
suggests that these were ‘sensitivity tested’ (para. 4.2) against alternative Experian
forecasts, but that the two were consistent. The robustness of this conclusion is an issue
we consider in this report, since the study has chosen not to test a higher alternative
employment growth figure that the Council itself accepts is reasonable.

The Plan does not expressly explain that planned housing and jobs growth are aligned.
However, this alignment is one of the key tests of a Local Plan’s soundness, and essentially
rests on whether the population growth (allowing for in and out-commuting) that the Plan is
providing for in its housing requirement is consistent with the growth in the labour supply
necessary to support planned employment growth. In short, the issue is whether planned
housing supports planned economic growth.

On the related issue of commuting, the Plan recognises that York is a ‘net importer (para.
1.62) of journeys to work, but that there is also a significant out-commute to Leeds. It
recognises that transport infrastructure improvements (para. 14.38) will be needed to
respond to York’s future growth and that of East Riding.

There are few references in the Plan to the Housing Market Area of which York is part
(para. 5.16) and no specific reference to the HMA comprising the City of York and Selby.
There is a brief summary of how the Council has worked with neighbouring authorities to
determine whether any additional land should be made available to address a shortfall of
housing in the York HMA. The conclusion (para. 5.16) is that it does not. However, the
Plan makes no reference to Selby here.

The Council’s Duty to Cooperate annexes were published in May 2018 after the Plan’s
submission.
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Of particular note is the Statement to Demonstrate Compliance with the Duty to Cooperate
(EX CYC 7a, Tables at 223 onwards). The summary of DTC activity shows that 867 dpa
was the figure tested with a range of local authorities including Harrogate BC, Hambleton
DC, Ryedale DC, Selby DC and North Yorkshire County Council, along with the Highways
Agency. The use of 867 dpa is significant because:

o DTC meetings considered issues including coordinating housing levels so that
development would be sustainable and concerns addressed about the potential for
increased inward commuting.

o The meeting also considered how home and jobs would be balanced.

o The consensus at DTC meetings was that York would meet its OAN and
employment needs without adding any undue pressure on the ability of neighbouring
areas to meet their own assessed needs.

o On how York’s Plan would support economic growth, DTC meetings considered that
the Planned requirement of 867 dpa and the site allocations to deliver it would
‘enable people to live and work in York, thereby minimising any increasing inward
or outward commuting’ (p. 225). There was further emphasis on minimising the
increase in inward or outward commuting.

As far as we can determine, there is no further update on the DTC process and what
neighbouring authorities consider to be any issues arising out of the 9% reduction in York’s
housing need to 790 dpa. The Council should demonstrate in the Examination that its DTC
partners are satisfied that the revised, lower figure has no adverse implications for them
and the range of cross-boundary issues identified through the process.

If the 790 dpa figure is found at the Examination to understate the city’s future housing
need, then the issues relating to additional commuting pressure and York’s ability to secure
the resident workforce to support future jobs growth are at the core of those covered by the
DTC process.

Relevant OAN Methodology

The City of York’s Local Plan was submitted prior to the January 24" 2019. This was the
deadline for the submission of local plans for examination after which the revised NPPF
(2018) and related standard methodology specified in the updated Planning Practice
Guidance (2019) for assessing housing need applies.

The 2012 NPPF and the previous PPG (2014) that specifies the methodology for
determining the objectively assessed need for housing (OAN) therefore applies both to how
the Council has determined its housing need and to the test of the soundness of this key
element of the Plan.

Changing OANs

The revised OAN for York is the latest in a series of OAN outputs that date back to 2013
and which have seen wide variations in the conclusions of these studies on the appropriate
OAN and the figures subsequently accepted by the Council. The range of different figures
is summarised in Table 2.1 below.
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Table 2.1 York OAN Chronology

Source Annual Period

City of York Housing Needs Update, GL Hearn (Jan 790 2012-37
2019)

City of York Local Plan — Publication Draft (Feb 867 2012-33**
2018)

SHMA Update, GL Hearn (May 2017) 953 2012-32
SHMA Addendum, GL Hearn (June 2016) 706-898 2012-32
SHMA, GL Hearn (June 2016) 841 2012-32
Evidence on Housing Requirements in York: 2015 817-854 2012-31

Update — Arup (August 2015)

Housing Requirements in York: Evidence on
Housing Requirements in York: 2014 Update (Arup,
September 2014)

Assessment of the Evidence on Housing 780-800 2003-26

Requirements in York (Arup, May 2013)

* Implied figure for 25 years **Extended to 2037-8 for post plan period

2.17 There are several important observations to make about this chronology that relate to the
soundness of the Local Plan’s OAN and related housing requirement:

Variations in the figures concluded by the studies are substantial. We recognise
that the June 2016 Addendum concluded it was reasonable to retain 841 dpa as
York’s OAN, but this was as part of a range that started at 706 dpa. At the high end,
the May 2016 study concluded on an OAN of 953 dpa. The figure of 790 dpa now
proposed by the Council is 17% lower than this high end figure. The lack of
consistency in the sequence of OANs and the conclusion that the OAN should now
be set at a level that is considerably lower than those previously proposed are
reasons for caution about the soundness of the present figure.

The 2014 Planning Practice Guidance is clear that the publication of new data
should not necessarily lead to the revision of OAN (Paragraph: 016 Reference ID:
2a-016-20140306). Given that the GL Hearn 2019 report uses new population
projections produced only two years after the preceding release, particular attention
at the examination hearings on OAN should be given to the justification for the OAN
to be lower on this basis. As we explain in our critical review of the Council’s latest
evidence, there is uncertainty about the robustness of the projections on which the
2019 evidence relies.

It is clear in reviewing past OAN evidence that the Council has, on one occasion,
not accepted the conclusions of its consultants on OAN. The 2017 SHMA Update
concluded on an OAN of 953 dpa. In a Council insert into the introduction to this
report, it noted that ‘Hearn’s conclusions were speculative and arbitrary, rely too
heavily on recent short-term unrepresentative trends and attach little or no weight
to the special character and setting of York and other environmental considerations.
(SD 050, preface). It settled instead on a figure of 867 dpa, an OAN to which no
affordability adjustment was applied. The GL Hearn 2017 figure was essentially a
demographic projection (867 dpa) with a 10% affordability adjustment upward (86
dpa) giving the 953 dpa figure.

Standard Methodology

218 The new standard methodology for determining local objectively assessed housing need
provides further context for considering the Council’s proposed OAN. This is because:
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It shares with the Council’s latest and previous OAN evidence the use of the 2014-
based sub-national household projections (SNHP) as part of the starting point in
determining housing need.

Its approach to incorporating in housing need assessment adjustments targeted at
tackling affordability problems is consistent with a range of authoritative evidence
about the scale of increases in the supply of new homes relative to demand that are
required to address this important issue. We consider this evidence further later in
this report.

It puts down very clear markers about the policy priority attached to significantly
increasing the supply of housing in England, priority that is consistent with a core
objective of the 2012 NPPF.

Application of the standard methodology to York yields an OAN figure of 1,078 dpa. Our
conclusion is that a figure of this order reflects the level of housing growth necessary to
support York’s economic growth objectives and the city’s contribution to tackling the
country’s housing affordability crisis.

Summary

In assessing the new OAN evidence submitted for examination, key contextual factors to
consider include:

The scale of difference (-9%) between the 867 dpa and 790 dpa figures and the
justification for this.

The reference to alternative Experian jobs growth figures in the Plan’s explanation
about why 650 additional jobs a year is the appropriate figure to plan for.

Whether and how the Plan aligns future housing and jobs, an issue on which the
publication version says nothing explicitly, but which is key to the Plan’s soundness.

The wide range of OAN figures that have been proposed in the Council’s evidence
or taken through into drafts of the Local Plan over several years. The regularity and
scale of changes should be a cause for concern about the justification for another
change as the Plan enters examination.

Exercise of the duty to cooperate with neighbouring local authorities and whether
the revised OAN figure has been appropriately considered in the DTC process.

The application of the new standard methodology for establishing OAN. This implies
an OAN of 1,078 dpa.

These issues should be considered in assessing the robustness of the Council’s new OAN
evidence and the justification for taking forward a figure of 790 dpa into the Plan.
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City of York Council’s OAN Evidence

The City of York Council is now relying on the January 2019 City of York Housing Needs
Update report (EX/CYC/9) produced by GL Hearn for its preferred OAN of 790 dpa. The
soundness of this new evidence as the basis for York’s OAN and housing requirement must
be assessed against both its consistency with the methodological approach specified in the
PPG (2014), the robustness of the data and assumptions that underpin it, and the
conclusions GL Hearn draws in its recommendation to the Council.

The PPG essentially specifies a methodology for determining OAN with the following main
components:

o Determining the appropriate housing market area (HMA) and assessing need for
this area (PPG Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 2a-008-20140306).

o Starting with the latest official household projections (PPG para. 015 Reference ID:
2a-017-20140306).

o Making adjustments to the household projections where evidence about the
demographic and household projections that are the basis for the starting point
justifies it (Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 2a-017-20140306).

o Taking account of employment trends by considering the likely change in job
numbers based on past trends and/or employment forecasts, and specifically to the
growth of the working age population (future labour supply) in the HMA (Paragraph:
018 Reference ID: 2a-018-20140306). Any mismatch between future labour supply
and jobs growth should lead to consideration of how new housing might address the
problems it raises (unsustainable commuting, reduced business resilience, unmet
housing need).

o Potentially upward adjustments intended to address affordability problems using a
range of market signals evidence to determine the scale of affordability adjustments
required (PPG paras. 019-020). The purpose of a reasonable upward adjustment is
to increase planned supply relative to assessed future demand represented by the
household projections (PPG Paragraph: 020 Reference ID: 2a-020-20140306).

o Determine the types of housing needed (Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 2a-021-
20140306).

o Assess affordable housing need (PPG paras. 021-029) and consider this need in
the context of its likely delivery as a proportion of future housing development and
specifically market housing development. Plan makers should consider increasing
the housing figures in the Local Plan where it could help to deliver the required
number of affordable homes (Paragraph: 029 Reference ID: 2a-029-20140306).

Our review in this section shows that, on several grounds, the evidence and the 790 dpa
figure that arises from it in the Local Plan fall short in the application of the PPG
methodology and in meeting the objectives at which the 2014 PPG and 2012 NPPF is
directed.

Housing Market Area

The 2019 Update on Housing Need (EX/CYC/9) is silent on York’s housing market area
and the implications for the HMA of the new evidence it considers. This is an important
omission. The downward revision of the OAN and the lower housing requirement for York
that follows from it has implications for plan-making in the HMA and neighbouring local
authority areas, including housing supply and potential unmet need in other areas, the
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sustainability of future commuting patterns, the ability of the York HMA and other areas to
support economic growth, and effects on affordability. There is no evidence to indicate
how these issues have been considered either by the Council or through the duty to
cooperate process.

The 2016 SHMA (SD051) concludes that York is part of a complex series of overlapping
housing market areas, and that covers the City of York and Selby (para. 2.104). Since
Selby had produced in its own SHMA, the study did not consider it necessary to determine
the OAN of the housing market area as a whole (ie York and Selby), but instead treated
York separately.

This approach has then been carried forward into subsequent updates, including EX/CYC/9
and the 2017 SHMA Update (SD050). The publication Plan says little about York’s HMA.

At the very least, the Examination should consider how the Council has or intends to
address the questions that the adoption of a lower housing need figure raises, which
include:

o Whether it will provide the level of housing growth necessary to support future
population growth in York and across the HMA. If not, whether this implies that
unmet need may arise for York that could impact upon planned housing supply in
neighbouring areas.

o Whether it will support likely future employment growth in York and the HMA,
particularly the issue of growth in the resident labour force necessary to support
future jobs. If not, then this also has potentially adverse implications across the
wider area including a need to draw more on the labour force of other local authority
areas, the additional commuting that may follow from this and the ability of other
areas to support the future employment growth they are planning for.

o Whether the lower OAN represents an appropriate response to tackling poor
affordability in York and the HMA. A worsening of affordability in York has
implications for the housing need and housing supply in other areas, in that
households who might otherwise choose to live in York (for example, people working
in the city) will instead opt for homes elsewhere in more affordable areas.

These are issues at the core of the exercise of the duty to cooperate.

Starting Point Projections

The PPG (para. 015) establishes that Government household projections are the starting
point in assessing housing need. These are based on ONS population projections, which
are translated into projected household growth through a series of modelling assumptions.
Their conversion into dwellings growth is not described in the PPG method, but is typically
based on making an appropriate allowance in the household growth figures for vacant
homes. Future household growth will not neatly translate into future dwellings growth, since
at any given point in time a proportion of dwellings will be empty for transactional reasons
(eg. unoccupied temporarily as a result of house sales), long-term empty or in use as
second homes (so effectively occupied by another household).

Population Projections

The first, substantive change that arises in the 2019 Housing Needs Update (EX/CYC/9) is
that the most recent (2016-based) ONS population projections are now deemed to provide
the appropriate starting point population figure for York. The 2016-based projections
assume much lower annual growth in population for York than that of both the 2014 and
2012-based projections.
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3.11  How the headline figures compare with earlier projections including those which provided
the basis for earlier OAN figures is set out in Table 3.1 below. Figure 3.1 gives a visual
indication of the difference in the trajectory, which suggests that SNPP 2016 assumes a
sharper slow down in population growth compared to past trends and earlier projections.

Table 3.1 Population Projection Comparison for York

Total Pop | Annual % Annual %  Period

Growth Growth | Change | Change

(CAGR)
2016 Based Projections 17,622 766 7.8% 0.36% 2016-
39
2014 Based Projections 29,622 1,288 12.7% 0.58% 2016-
39
2012 Based Projections 23,309 1,110 11.3% 0.51% 2016-
37

Figure 3.1 Population estimates and projections

.
.t
.
o
.
A
.0
.
.o
.

2016 SNHP

Source: ONS, Subnational Population Projections 2014, 2016; ONS, Mid-Year Population Estimates,2018

3.12 Explanation of the changes between the 2014 and 2016-based projections is given by GL
Hearn in EX/CYC/09 (para. 2.5) and centre on the output of the national population
projections on which the sub-national projections are based.! In summary the key factors
it identifies are:

o Downward revisions to long-term international migration assumptions so that they
average 165,000 per annum (beyond mid-2022) compared to 185,000 in the 2014-

' Sub-national population projections are based on a cohort component methodology drawing on mid-year population
estimates for local authority areas. The national population projections are important because the projections for
each area are constrained to the national projection by applying scaling factors.
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based projections over a 25 year period. This affects the future number of migrants
from overseas assumed to entering, remaining and leaving the UK.

o The assumption that women will have fewer children than was assumed in the 2014-

based projections. This affects future natural population growth.

o The assumption that increases in life expectancy would not be as fast as was
assumed in the 2014-based projections. This also affects projected future natural
change in the population.

These are differences in the national projections. To understand the implications for York,
EX/CYC/09 sets out how these changes relate to recent trends in York, and what this
implies about the reasonableness of the more recent projections compared to the earlier
projections (para 2.6, Figures 2,3,4).

In considering the robustness of the study’s justification for preferring SNPP 2016, it is
important to take account of past population change. Each of the main components of past
change that EX/CYC/9 addresses is shown in the figure below.

Figure 3.2 Components of past population change in York, 2002-2018
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Source: Office for National Statistics, Mid-Year Population Estimates

Natural Change

On natural change, EX/CYC/9 finds that recent trends in net natural change (births-deaths)
are more consistent with the 2016-based projections than the earlier projections (para. 2.7).
However, it does so on the basis of a brief comment that past trends do not have an obvious
relationship with past trends (para. 2.6).

In Figure 2, EX/CYC/9 plots past trends and project changes in the 2016 and 2014-based
projections. The figure is unhelpful, in that it makes no reference to average past changes
across different periods, and how these compare with projected natural change.
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The study suggests there is a ‘recent trend’ for falling rates of natural change which is part
of its justification for accepting SNPP 2016 over SNPP 2014. It is not clear what recent
period is being referred to, but Figure 2 suggests it may relate to the fall in internal migration
from 2013 (ie a short period from 2013-17). This is a very short period on which to base a
conclusion about natural change in the long term, and not one which should be relied upon
as a guide to how long-term natural change might evolve. Instead, the study should have
considered in more depth past trends.

We have summarised how average annual past change over different time periods in York
compares with projected change from 2017-39. The data do not immediately suggest that
SNPP 2016 is demonstrably a better fit than SNPP 2014 with past trends data. With the
exception of the 5 years to 2018, which are skewed by a very low figure of 62 in 2017 and
-11 in 2018, past averages lie between the long-term averages assumed in both
projections.

Table 3.2 Comparing Past and Projected Natural Change

Projected and Past Change Annual Average
SNPP 2014 (2018-39) 379
SNPP 2016 (2018-39) 122
Past Change (2002-18) 218
Past Change (2007-18) 257
Past Change 2012-18 160

Source: Office for National Statistics, Mid-Year Population Estimates; Sub-national Population Projections
(2014 and 2016-based)

It is also important to note that, if the most recent figures for 2017 and 2018 are excluded
past averages are somewhat higher than those described in the table above. The most
recent figures are levels of natural change which represent annual averages not reported
in the mid-year population estimates since the early 2000s.

Internal Migration

On internal migration, EX/CYC/9 finds that projected net internal migration (ie moves within
the UK) is actually higher in SNPP 2016 than in SNPP 2014. How projected domestic
migration compares with past trends is shown in Figure 3. Again, the figure gives little
insight into how the past compares with the future, since projected trends look very different
to the annual peaks and troughs in internal migration that are a feature of the data.

Analysis of the past data and the projections suggests that neither SNPP 2014 or 2016 are
consistent with rates of past net internal migration into York. As Figure 3.2 above shows,
the past population figures show considerable variation in internal migration from year to
year. However, they average at reasonably consistent annual figures over different time
periods to 2017. It suggests that both SNPPs for York are projecting much lower net
internal migration than past trends.

10
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Table 3.3 Comparing Past and Projected Net Internal Migration

Projected and Past Change Annual Average
SNPP 2014 (2018-39) -213
SNPP 2016 (2018-39) 37
Past Change (2002-18) 453
Past Change (2008-18) 495
Past Change (2013-18) 417

Source: Office for National Statistics, Mid-Year Population Estimates; Sub-national Population Projections
(2014 and 2016-based)

International Migration

By far the biggest difference between SNPP 2016 and 2014 is assumed future international
migration, as EX/CYC/9 rightly observes. SNPP 2014 assumes a substantially higher
annual average will be maintained than SNPP 2016. Again, however, there is little
discussion in the Council’s evidence about why this is the case. The projected figure for
York in 2016 is far below past averages, as the table below shows. Past annual averages
over the three periods we have considered are clearly consistent with the long-term annual
average assumed in SNPP2014.

Table 3.4 Comparing Past and Projected Net International Migration

Past and Projected Change Annual Average
SNPP 2014 (2018-39) 1,152
SNPP 2016 (2018-39) 618
Past Change (2002-18) 1,155
Past Change (2008-18) 1,136
Past Change (2013-18) 1,114

Source: Office for National Statistics, Mid-Year Population Estimates; Sub-national Population Projections
(2014 and 2016-based)

We recognise that the ONS cites changes to its method for estimating international
migration, and particularly emigration, as one of the key improvements to population
estimates that are carried through into the SNPP 2016. This has always been one of the
more complex aspects of population data, and one subject in the past to larger
discrepancies and errors in population estimates. There is also some uncertainty about
future migration policy related to the UK’s exit from the European Union, but this cannot yet
be taken into account in objective, technical projections.

However, projected change in net international migration in SNPP 2016 for York appears
wholly inconsistent with past trends data.

In EX/CYC/9, there is further reference (Figure 3) to recent international migration data?.
The study suggests that a comparison of projected and actual recent international migration
shows that SNPP 2016’s projection for 2016-17 (ie a single year) was much closer to the
actual figure given in the population estimates than SNPP2014.

Notwithstanding the flaw in relying on one year of data to justify a preference for SNPP
2016, we show in the table below that the latest figures (2018) point in the opposite
direction, with net international migration higher than SNPP 2014 projected, and nearly
double the figure suggested by the 2016 SNPP.

2 There is an error in the description of the table, since the data actually show international migration rather than simply
all recorded migration.

11
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Table 3.5 Actual and Projected International Net Migration, 2014-18

MYE 2014 SNPP 2016 SNPP
2014-15 1,360 1,844 -
2015-16 968 1,489 -
2016-17 831 1,366 808
2017-18 1,505 1,332 773

Source: Office for National Statistics, Mid-Year Population Estimates; Sub-national Population Projections
(2014 and 2016-based)

We do not attach significant weight to these very recent figures. Rather, they simply serve
to underline the point that the analysis in EX/CYC/9 and the data that underpins it does not
provide any clear cut justification to treat SNPP 2016 as a substantially more robust basis
for establishing future population growth in York when past trends and current data are
considered.

The justification EX/CYC/9 gives to prefer SNPP 2016 also includes brief analysis of the
Patient Register as a check on recent population change. The Patient Register has been
published with ONS population estimates as one of a number of additional administrative
data sources that provide a sense check on the estimates.

The Patient Register data reported in EC/CYC/9 show that population change from 2011
to 2017 appears 2,000 lower than suggested by the ONS MYE. We note that there was a
substantial difference in the recorded population between the Patient Register in 2011 and
the MYE for that year, with the former 5,700 higher than the MYE.

In a city in which there is a substantial student population, the Patient Register may not be
a reliable guide as to who is moving to and leaving a city, since students more likely to
leave without deregistering and arrive without registering than the general population. The
ONS has recognised this®, and has supplemented its analysis of the Patient Register with
Higher Education Statistics Agency data (HESA) to address the issue of student
registration.

Comparison of the most recent population estimates and Patient Register shows that the
difference in the growth rates that each source captures has narrowed to 0.5 percentage
points from 1.2 percentage points in 2017. Given the improvements the ONS has made to
both the MYE and the Patient Register, the data do not provide any compelling grounds to
indicate that the SNPP 2016 should be preferred as a source of future projections.

Table 3.6 Comparison of Mid-Year Estimates and Patient Register, 2011-18

2011 2017 Change 2018 % Change
2011-17 2011-18
Mid-Year Estimates 197,790 208,200 5.3% 209,900 6.1%
Patient Register 203,430 211,870 4.1% 214,910 5.6%

Source: Office for National Statistics, Mid-Year Estimates Comparator Tool, 2019
Housing Completions
The backdrop to past population change in York is the level of housing growth the city has

delivered. The relationship between housing completions and population change is a
complex one for which there is no reliable source of official data. However, simple analysis

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/methodologie
s/patientregisterqualityassuranceofadministrativedatausedinpopulationstatisticsdec2016

12
Page 2474 of 4486



3.33

3.34

3.35

3.36

Review of York Housing Need

of completions data for York shows that it went through an extended period from 2007
when housing completions were far below the levels of housing need identified in the
Council’s evidence and the proposed Plan figure.

Figure 3.3 Net Housing Completions, York, 2004-18
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Source: City of York Council, Annual Monitoring Reports

Average completions from 2007-18 were 652 per annum, but this includes a more recent
period when York has seen higher completions levels. From 2007-2015, average
completions stood at 456 per annum, far below the proposed requirement in the Plan and
past housing targets.

The Council’s Annual Monitoring Reports also note that student dwellings are included in
some completions figures. For example, the 2015-16 Annual Monitoring Report (AMR),,
shows net completions of 1,121. However, the AMR makes it clear that 52% of these were
of off campus, privately managed student accommodation. Of 482 net completions
reported in the 2012/13 AMR, 124 were described as ‘student cluster flats’. The implication
is that completions of housing for the general population may be lower still than the net
completions figures.

It is not possible to demonstrate precisely how this has influenced actual versus projected
population growth. However, it is reasonable to conclude that past rates of housing growth
have been a constraint on population growth within York’s boundaries, and that this is likely
to be reflected both in the population estimates and in the latest projections.

The relationship between housing growth and population growth is not addressed in
EX/CYC/9. The 2014 PPG is clear that past undersupply of housing is amongst the factors
which should be considered in housing need assessment since it may affect the official
starting point projections of household change (paragraph 015, ID 2a-015-20140306).

13
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Furthermore, UK Government statements and ONS commentary on the 2016-based
household projections recognise that past housing development rates and the under-
supply of housing will have been reflected in household projections.* How the SNPP 2016
for York and the related household projections reflect past rates of completions is an issue
which should have been addressed in the Council’s evidence, and which should be
considered in the Examination.

Adjusting the Demographic Starting Point

It is good practice in housing need assessment to consider whether there are grounds to
future population growth to follow a different trajectory. The PPG (paras. 015 and 017) is
clear that factors affecting population change and migration could include the supply of
housing, major employment developments and education developments.

Typically, the case for making adjustments involves considering how longer term past
trends in population change might influence the projections. Since the SNPP is based on
population trends in the 5-6 year period leading up to year 1 of the projection, the use of
longer term past trends is an appropriate alternative.

In EX/CYC/9, a past trend scenario using 10 year trends in migration is applied. The results
are compared in Table 5, which shows that a 10 year migration scenario produces
population growth of 13.1% from 2012-37, a figure slightly higher than SNPP 2016 but
substantially lower than SNPP 2014 (+18.2%).

It is impossible to comment in any meaningful way on the robustness of the approach for
the alternative scenarios. There is no detail on any of the assumptions that have been
used, including the years in the 10 year reference period. A review of SD052 (June 2016
SHMA, para. 1.8) suggests that it is likely to be the 10 years prior to 2016, an assumption
that would be consistent with the assumption used in that study.

We have reviewed past migration data and it is likely that the alignment of the 10 year
scenario and SNPP 2016 reflects net migration levels which appear broadly similar in the
relevant reference periods (c. 1,500) per annum. The 10 year period to 2016 includes
several years when migration levels fell 2006-09, a point acknowledged in the earlier City
of York SHMA Assessment Update (SD050) at para. 2.6.

It is also notable that SD050 concludes that the longer-term migration scenarios tested in
that study

‘should not be given any greater weight than the figures emerging from official statistics
(para. 2.9).

It analysis of longer-term past trends (14 years) showed significantly higher levels of
population growth than the 10 year trend (SD050, Table 1). Its conclusion was that the
official projections should be preferred, and that they should be

’

‘seen as a positive step to consider these as the preferred population growth scenario. We
have therefore taken forward the official projections and those updated with the most recent
date for further consideration. Any other sensitivity would result in a lower housing need
but this would not be defensible given the very strong recent trends’ (SD050, paras. 2.11-
12).

The Council’s latest housing need evidence (EX/CYC/9) does not draw any clear inference
from the alternative demographic trend. Since the approach lacks any transparency and
is inconsistent with the earlier position on alternative trends versus the official projections,

4 MHCLG (2018) Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance

14
Page 2476 of 4486



3.45

3.46

3.47

3.48

3.49

3.50

Review of York Housing Need

the study provides no justification why SNPP 2016 should be the preferred population
projection.

Student Population

The Council’s evidence makes no reference to the city’s student population, how projected
changes in the younger adult population in SNPP 2016 relates to it, and what this implies
about future housing.

This is an important omission in the treatment of the latest evidence in EX/CYC/9 for three
reasons. First, York has a substantial student population, with the latest data from the
Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) indicate a total enrolment of 25,075 students
at the University of York and York St. John University, the two HE institutions in the city.
This amounts to 12% of the total population of the city in 2018.

Second, student numbers in York have continued to grow during this decade, increasing
by 11% since 2013/14 to 2017/18. Whilst the pace of growth has slowed compared with
earlier years and linked to the construction of a new campus at the University of York,
growth is still clearly evident.

Table 3.7 Total Enrolled Higher Education Students, 2013-18

York St. Johns University of York Total
2013/14 6,105 16,469 22,574
2014/15 6,550 16,835 23,385
2015/16 5,980 17,155 23,135
2016/17 5,940 17,900 23,840
2017/18 6,250 18,825 25,075

Source: Higher Education Statistics Agency

Third, the Council’s earlier SHMA evidence attached significant weight to the presence of
the student population and how this impacted upon the official population and household
projections. In the 2016 SHMA Addendum (SD 052), the study suggested a need for
caution about the extent to which SNPP 2014 projected forward past growth in student
numbers that might not be expected to continue into the future. By the 2017 SHMA
Addendum (SD050), the Council’s consultant was explicit (para. 5.21) that the projections
should not be adjusted for past change in the student population, giving the housing need
figure of 867 dpa.

Current population estimates (2018) indicate a total of 20,100 young people aged 18-21,
and 31,800 in the 18-24 population. The 18-21 cohort would be expected to include the
majority of undergraduates, with the 18-24 cohort including post-graduate students. The
SNPP 2016 on which the Council now relies shows that the 18-21 cohort is projected to
stand at 20,750 by 2037, and the 18-24 cohort to increase by only 1,400. The latest
projections assume essentially a static picture in the younger age group, despite evidence
that the city’s student population has continued to expand.

Given its past evidence and the importance of the student population in the city, this is an
issue which should be considered at the examination in determining whether it is
appropriate to rely on SNPP 2016.
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Household Projections

Projected population change is translated into households using household representative
rates (HRR), essentially the propensity of people of different ages to form independent
households.

Household projections to accompany the 2016-based population projections were issued
in 2018. However, the Government made it clear through in its consultation on changes to
the methodology for assessing housing need (para. 19) that the 2014-based projections
should continue to be used in the short term.® EX/CYC/9 (para. 2.18) suggests that the
reason for this lies in the Government’s target of 300,000 homes a year, and the issue that
planning on the basis of the lower, 2016-based household projections would not achieve
this target.

This over-simplifies the Government’s explanation of why the decision was made. This is
set out in the consultation on the new method, and the key points are distilled below:

o Methodological changes in the 2016-based projections included reducing the past
trends period on which the projections were based from five to two Census points
(2001 and 2011). This means that a period during which there has been a sustained
increase in house prices, worsening affordability and recession is used as the basis
for the future projection rather than the previous use of a period from 1971 which
better represents long term trends.

o There has been historic under-delivery of housing over an extended period. This
has resulted in pent-up demand which, as the ONS acknowledges, is not captured
in the projections. Where housing has not been available in areas it is needed, then
households may not be able to form.

o The projections are based on actual numbers of households, and so where there
have been constraints on household formation, these are projected forward.®

It is difficult to measure the level of pent up demand/need. However, the Government’s
consultation document highlights studies which have shown that 250,000 homes a year
are needed compared with the 213,000 a year implied by the new projections. The
Government’s position is that 300,000 homes a year are needed to also address deep
rooted affordability problems and ease house price inflation.”

In EX/CYC/9, the response to the problems with the 2016-based household projections is
to test scenarios using the HRR from the 2014-based projections.

The study acknowledges (para. 2.21) that the 2016-based projections lock in deteriorating
household formation rates, showing in Figure 5 that the issue is particularly prominent for
the 25-34 year old cohort, but also evident in the 35-44 cohort. The younger age group is
worst affected by poor affordability and under-supply.

To address this issue, it tests a scenario in which future rates of household formation in the
25-44 age group are assumed to return part way to trends from the 2008-based household
projections. This is widely assumed to represent projections that pre-dated recent sharper
falls in household formation rates in younger age groups, and was an approach suggested
by the Local Plans Expert Group.

We have no particular issue with the approach adopted in EX/CYC/9 on this aspect of the
OAN calculation. As is the case with other aspects of the method used, there is little detall

5 MHCLG (2018) Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance
6 Ibid, paras. 9-15
7 Ibid, para. 14
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to understand how the adjustments are applied, and how far the adjustment towards 2008-
based rates better reflects the long term trend and a position in which the locked in
problems of under-supply and affordability are offset.

The outcome (EX/CYC/9, Table 6) underlines the magnitude of difference between the
2016-based projections and the earlier projections. Without any adjustment, use of the
2014-based figures results in household growth of 610 per annum, a figure which is 30%
higher than the 470 per annum implied by the use of the SNPP 2016 rates.

The difference is not only attributable to younger age cohorts, but reflects the overall effect
of both changes to the methodology and estimates of how household formation has
continued to change recently in the face of sustained affordability pressures.

The additional sensitivity linked to the 2008-based projections adds a further 50 households
to the 610 per annum figure, giving an adjusted starting point of 670 per annum, or an
adjustment of 8%.

Having carried out these reasonable adjustments, EX/CYC/9 then appears to conclude that
the lowest of the figures (ie 470 households per annum) should be considered as the base
projection for York. Given the issues highlighted in the study, it is not clear why this is the
appropriate conclusion to draw. At the very least, treating the unadjusted 610 per annum
figure derived from the 2014-based HRR would be more consistent with the analysis.

Student Households

Whilst the majority of 18-19 year olds at the University of York live in accommodation
provided by the university itself (ie institutional accommodation), student households are
an important feature of the private rented sector in the city. By giving no consideration to
the question of whether the SNPP 2016 reasonably accounts for likely change in student
numbers, there is clearly the potential to exclude an element of future housing need linked
to this population. This is an issue which should be considered at the examination.

Analysis in SD 051 (paras. 10.57-10.68) used Census 2011 to show that substantial
numbers of students, particularly those aged 20-24, resident in student households
assumed to be non-institutional accommodation and likely to be in the private rented sector.
The data showed around 8,150 students in this form of accommodation, with the number
having increased markedly since 2001.

The last decade has seen further development of university owned halls, but also
expansion in private rented accommodation provision in the city. The 2016-based
household projections indicate an increase of only 300 from 2018-37 in households in
which the reference person (assumed to be the oldest economically active member of the
household) is aged 20-24. This is indicative of an assumption that there will be little growth
in the student aged population of the period to 2037, and may be grounds to consider
whether population and household growth assumptions should be adjusted upwards to
address this issue.

Vacancy Rate

The Council’s 2019 study applies a vacancy rate of 3% to convert households into dwellings
(EX/CYC/9, para. 2.26), describing it as a ‘fairly standard number’. This contrasts with a
rate of 3.8% used in the 2016 study (SD052) and an implied rate of 2.5% in the 2017 study
(SD050, para. 2.16). Clarification should have been provided about the rationale for
adopting the 3% figure, since it has some impact on final dwellings figures.

With the vacancy assumption applied, the equivalent annual dwellings figures from the
starting point and adjusted projections scenarios are 484 dpa (2016-based), 629 dpa
(2014-based HRR) and 679 dpa (part return to trend).
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The study adopts the lowest of these figures (484 dpa) as the starting point against which
an adjustment for market signals is tested. This is important, because it forms part of the
judgement EX/CYC/9 reaches about the appropriate OAN from the range of figures it
presents. It is a substantially lower figure than the 867 dpa implied by the 2014-based
projections and which, until January 2019, was the Council’s preferred OAN.

Summary

Our review of the population and households evidence that underpins the Council’'s OAN
figure points to the following flaws:

o A lack of transparency about the assumptions used, which makes it difficult and in
some respects impossible to determine the robustness of the figures. Since the
Council is now relying on this evidence to underpin its Local Plan requirement, these
are assumptions which should be available and tested in the Examination.

o Justification for the use of SNPP 2016 as the basis for OAN which relies on very
short-term trends in population data, fails to thoroughly consider the relationship
between past trends and future population projections, and which does not
recognise the role that an under-supply of housing have played in population growth.

o Applies adjustments to the demographic projections which earlier studies by the
Council conclude should not override the official projections.

o Applies reasonable adjustments to future household formation rates, but then treats
the 2016-based projections output as the appropriate starting point projection. This
is despite clear statements from the Government that the latest projections should
not be used in housing need assessment, and that they lock in the substantial
affordability problems affecting in particular younger age groups.

Our conclusion is that the Council’s evidence provides no robust justification to depart from
projections that emerged from its earlier work, and for the use of the 2014-based
projections as an appropriate starting point. This would imply a starting point OAN of 867
dpa.

Economic Growth and Housing Need

Future Jobs Growth

A figure of 650 jobs a year, or 11,050 jobs over the period from 2014-31, is accepted as
the appropriate employment growth against which to assess housing need (EX/CYC/9,
para. 3.4). This is the figure carried forward into the Local Plan, and which provides the
basis for its allocation of employment land for B use classes. It equates to an annual growth
rate of around 0.54% per annum.

Through a series of assumptions about jobs, the population and future labour force, the
Council arrives at the conclusion that the OAN necessary to support 650 jobs a year is 790
dpa over the 25 years from 2012-37 (para. 3.19).

The 650 per annum figure is drawn from the Employment Land Review (ELR) Update,
September 2017 (SD063). It is a scenario based on adjusting Oxford Economics (OE)
employment forecasts (described in SD064) to reflect some recent local evidence on sector
growth in the city.

SD063 also shows forecast jobs growth from an alternative model, the Regional
Econometric Model produced by Experian for Yorkshire and Humber local authorities. The
most straightforward comparison of the two models is given in Table 1. It shows that:

18
Page 2480 of 4486



3.75

3.76

3.77

3.78

3.79

3.80

Review of York Housing Need

o The baseline Oxford Economics model assumes jobs growth of 9,807 or 612 jobs a
year from 2015-31.

o The Experian/REM model shows growth of 12,900 jobs or 806 per annum over the
same period.

It should be noted that the Experian forecast is more recent (December 2016 v. May 2015)
than the OE forecast. Commentary in SD063 points to differences in assumptions about
future jobs in health and social care (paras. 2.6-7) which are significantly higher in the
Experian output, attributable to the model assuming nationally that an ageing population
will be a key driver of jobs in this sector. The OE model assumes a largely static position
in jobs in these sectors to 2031. The other component of difference relates to the
accommodation and food sector, with the Experian model assuming more than 1,100 more
jobs in accommodation, food and recreation than OE, a picture consistent with York’s status
as a major tourism destination.

The 2017 study (SD063) confirms that the Experian output should also be regarded as a
robust view of future employment growth. It points out (para. 2.3) that the REM from which
the forecasts are drawn is used across West and North Yorkshire, including for local
planning and forecasting purposes. In describing the differences between the two
forecasts, it observes also (para. 2.7) that:

‘Neither is necessarily more accurate than the other, but simply different assumptions will
have been applied’.

For several reasons, it is not clear why the Council’s OAN study does not consider the
implications of the higher, Experian employment growth figure of 806 per annum:

o The conclusion in the 2017 ELR that neither of the two forecasts is necessarily more
accurate than the other.

o The clear conclusion in the 2017 ELR (para. 2.12) that in establishing what provision
should be made for future land for B1a, B2 and B8 uses, it has sought to ensure
that there is headroom to meet both the OE and Experian projections for B class
employment uses. The OE forecast projects higher B class needs than the Experian
forecast, but lower overall jobs growth. In other words, the employment land figures
that emerge from the ELR are intended to enable York to deliver the jobs growth
implied by both scenarios.

o Earlier versions of the SHMA had indicated higher jobs growth figures from forecast
models, including 868 a year and 789 a year from 2012-31 (SD051, Table 23).

The 2019 OAN study has therefore considered only one jobs growth scenario when its own
evidence points to higher employment growth. The figure of 806 jobs a year should
therefore be assessed for its implications for future housing need, since it is a jobs growth
figure that might reasonably be expected to occur based on the Council’s own conclusions.

Aligning Jobs and Housing

The PPG is clear that future jobs growth should be assessed in determining the appropriate
OAN. Specifically, para. 018 (ID 2a-018-20140306) indicates that growth in the working
age population and the economically active population (labour supply) should be
considered, with housing a response if there is an evident mismatch between future jobs
and labour.

To assess this alignment, a series of assumptions are required to translate the future
population into a projected labour supply. It does so for the period from 2017-37. These
are set out in EX/CYC/9 at paras. 3.5-3.15 and we comment on each of the key
assumptions.
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Resident Working Age Population

As the UK’s population ages and the state pension age increases, growing numbers of
older people are remaining in work past what has historically been considered retirement
age. Data given in EX/CYC/9 (Table 9) shows that there are significant proportions of the
population aged over 65 who are economically active and this is expected to increase.

The starting point in considering workforce change is therefore to consider the broad
working age population and how this will change. As the SNPP 2016 in Table 3.8 below
shows, there is projected to be only very modest change in the core of the resident working
age population (16-64) in York, amounting to net 1,751 or just 87 a year from 2017-37. By
contrast, the population over 65 is projected to increase by around 12,500.

Table 3.8 Projected Change by Age Group, 2017-37, SNPP 2016

2017 2037 Change 2017-37
16-29 50,802 54,473 3,671
30-49 50,566 51,332 766
50-64 36,153 33,467 -2,686
65-74 20,127 24,089 3,962
75-89 15,657 23,267 7,610

Source: Office for National Statistics, 2016-based Sub-national Population Projections

This immediately points to a potential mismatch between future jobs growth and the labour
force, and to dependence on both the older population and increasing economic activity
rates to achieve labour force growth. By contrast, the SNPP 2014 suggests growth in the
16-64 cohort of around 7,500 over the same period, representing more substantial growth
in the size of the resident labour supply.

Economic Activity Rates

The second step is to assess how many additional people in the future population will be
economically active (ie in or available for work). The Council’s evidence uses Office for
Budget Responsibility national projections for changes in economic activity (EA) rates by
age group (EX/CYC/9, Table 9). These are applied to the current and projected population
to determine how many additional economically active people will be available by 2037.

The Council’s study does not show how the rates it applies translates into the additional
workforce. However, we have taken the figures from Table 9 and applied them to the
population for 2017 and the projected population in 2037 from SNPP 2016. This gives the
totals shown in Table 3.9.

Table 3.9 Change in Economically Active Residents, 2017-37

Additional EA Males | Additional EA Total

Females
16-64 2,941 327 3,267
65+ 1,571 2,276 3,847
Total 4,512 2,602 7,114

Source: EX/CYC/9 Table 9; Office for National Statistics, Mid-Year Population Estimates
Commuting

The Council’s approach to commuting is to draw on the 2011 Census to determine a ratio
of people working in the city to those living in the city. This ratio of 0.959 indicates that
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there were more people working in the city in 2011 than residents of the city in work. This
is consistent with an area that draws on the workforce of other areas for part of its labour
supply, with in-commuting amounting to around 25,700 in 2011 compared to 21,500 out-
commuting.

This underlines the need for changes in York’s proposed housing need being considered
as part of the exercise of the duty to cooperate.

Double Jobbing

EX/CVC/9 applies an allowance for future jobs held by more than one person. The source
of this double jobbing figure is a reasonable one, using long term past data from the Annual
Population Survey. However, the study cites a figure of 3.3% (para. 3.6) but appears in
Table 7 to apply a higher rate (3.9%). We have checked the long-term averages from the
APS and the appropriate figure appears to be 3.9%.

Housing Need Linked to Jobs Growth

The calculation set out in EX/CYC/9 Table 8 shows how the Council’s study arrives at a
future resident labour force requirement of 11,976. This is then translated into housing
need figures, giving a range from 590 dpa using the 2016-based projections to 735 and
790 dpa using the 2014-based projections and the HRR adjustments.

We show in the below how the Council’s calculations work through to additional housing
need using the 650 and 806 jobs per annum figures. Applying the same ratio of dwellings
to additional workers translates into an additional 169 dwellings per annum over the 25
year period. This simply uses SNPP 2016 and the 2016-based household projections.

It is not possible from EX/CYC/9 to assess the robustness of the assumptions which lead
from additional labour to housing, since no detail is provided on the age characteristics and
household formation of the additional net migration that the modelling assumes are needed
to fill the shortfall in future labour. However, we have applied the ratio of extra labour to
housing need (1.835) implied by EX/CYC/9 to calculate this for the 806 jobs a year
scenario. This ratio essentially suggests that there are just over 1.8 extra workers per
additional dwelling.

Table 3.10 Future Jobs, Labour and Housing Need, 2012-37

Council’s ELR Evidence
Preferred Jobs (Experian/REM
Growth Forecast)
Jobs growth a year, 2017-37 650 806
Total extra jobs 2017-37 13,000 16,120
Jobs growth adjusted for double jobbing (3.9%) 12,493 15,491
Additional residents in work needed, allowing 11,976 14,856
for commuting (0.959 labour force: jobs ratio)
Resident labour force growth implied by SNPP 7,114 7,114
2016
Shortfall in future resident workforce 4,862 7,742
Additional housing need (2012-37) 2,650 4,220
Ratio of future resident workers: additional 1.835 1.835
dwellings
Additional annual housing need (2012-37) 106 169
Annual housing need total (2012-37) 590 653
21
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Source: EX/CYC/9 Tables 8 and 10; Hatch Regeneris calculations. The additional housing need is the
level above the 484 dpa starting point.

3.92 The Council’s evidence also applies the 2014-based HRR and the adjusted HRR to the
jobs led figure. These adjustments result in 735 and 790 dpa. The latter is now the
Council’s preferred OAN. The table below shows how this works through to housing need
for these scenarios.
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Table 3.11 Future Jobs, Labour and Housing Need, Adjusted HRR Scenario

Shortfall in future resident workforce 4,862 7,742
Additional housing need (2012-37) 2,775 4,418
Ratio of future resident workers: additional 1.75 1.75
dwellings

Additional annual housing need (2012-37) 111 176
Annual housing need total (2012-37) 790 855

Source: EX/CYC/9 Tables 8 and 10; Hatch Regeneris calculations

The time periods used in the Council’s evidence need further explanation than is given in
the study. Calculations of the additional resident labour requirement are presented for a
20 year period (2017-37). However, the resulting housing need is presented for the 25
year period 2012-37. It is not made clear whether the implication of the Council’s figures
is that extra housing is needed from 2017 ownwards. If so, then the relevant figures for
both scenarios must be higher than 790 and 855 dpa if these are averages from 2012. The
figures would be c. 810 and 890 dpa.

Two aspects of the Council’'s modelling need further comment. First, the apparent
assumption that each extra dwelling generates 1.75 to 1.83 extra resident workers. This
ratio looks high. The data on the number of economically active residents to households
in York suggests a current ratio of around 1.3, and a ratio of 1.5 would be more typical.

Second, it is not clear that the calculation in EX/CYC/9 takes account of the proportion of
economically active residents who would be unemployed at any given point in time. Whilst
the study suggests (para. 3.6) that it assumes no change in unemployment, it does not
show whether and how it allows for this in modelling the relationship between future jobs,
labour force and housing. Annual Population Survey data show that unemployment is
running at around 3% in York (model-based).

If these two adjustments were made (a ratio of 1.5 extra workers per household and 3%
unemployment, the implied OANs would rise to 619-696 dpa in the SNPP 2016 scenario,
and 814 to 891 dpa in the adjusted HRR scenario.

The 2017 SHMA Update (SD050) concluded that no adjustment to housing need for
economic growth was required. This was on the basis of the labour force projections
derived from the 2014-based household projections. The analysis we have carried out
above suggests that the 2014-based starting point projection of 867 dpa is broadly
consistent with the level of housing need linked to the higher of the jobs growth scenarios
(806 a year), reinforcing the grounds for treating this figure as a starting point for OAN.

Market Signals

The Council has accepted that an upward adjustment to respond to adverse market signals
evidence should be incorporated into York’s OAN. The conclusion in EX/CYC/9 is that the
appropriate market signals uplift is 15% (para. 4.34). This is applied to the starting point
figure of 484 dpa, giving an adjusted OAN of 557 dpa.

The study then compares 557 dpa to the OANs implied by the adjusted demographic
projections (629 and 679 dpa), and by the OAN necessary to support future employment
growth (790 dpa). It concludes that the OAN should remain at 790 dpa, and that this would
achieve both improvements to household formation and meet economic growth.

This conclusion relies on the 790 dpa figure delivering the uplift in housing supply relative
to future need that is at the core of the PPG’s approach on market signals. However, 790
dpa incorporates adjustments to household formation rates in younger age groups only, is
not an adjustment to total future housing need as the PPG requires.
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The HRR adjustments made in EX/CYC/9 return household formation in the 25-44 age
cohort to a projected trajectory linked to the 2008-based household projections and trends
up to that period. The long-run rise in house prices nationally started and accelerated from
the mid-1990s. The assumption that household formation returns partly towards this earlier
trend only implies that future rates for younger age groups move towards a level evident
when house prices were already rising. It cannot represent an adjustment to total future
housing supply relative to total need.

In this regard, a 15% adjustment to 790 dpa should be applied, which would result in an
OAN of 908 dpa.

Appropriateness of 15% Adjustment

The Council’s position on the appropriate adjustment has changed significantly over the

sequence of SHMAs it has produced:

o In the June 2016 SHMA (SDO051) it concluded that the appropriate uplift would be a
negligible 8 dpa or just a 1% uplift on the starting point projections. The OAN was
841 dpa.

o In the 2016 Addendum (SD052) the conclusions retained the recommended OAN
of 841 dpa.

o In the 2017 Addendum (SD050), a 10% market signals adjustment was concluded
as appropriate. Applied to a base projection of 867 dpa, this gave an OAN of 953
dpa.

o In SD050 the Council subsequently added an insert into the version published in

September 2017 which explicitly rejected any market signals adjustment. It argued
that the adjustment was speculative and arbitrary, relied too much on short term
unrepresentative trends, and attached little or no weight to York’s special character
and setting, as well as to environmental considerations. It reverted to a preferred
OAN of 867 dpa which was taken into the publication version of the Local Plan.

In SD050, the implication is that the Council’s has applied policy considerations about what
need can be met in determining its OAN. This is contrary to case law that has established
that the full OAN should be established first before policy is applied in setting a Local Plan
figure (Solihull MBC v Gallagher and Lioncourt, December 2014).

However, notwithstanding this issue, the Council’s view that a market signals uplift was
speculative and arbitrary flies in the face of the evidence for York. EX/CYC/9 has rightly
concluded that a market signals uplift is necessary, but the scale of uplift and how it has
been applied need further consideration in light of the most recent affordability evidence.

Median house prices paid in York stood at £237,500 in the year to December 2018. This
ranked York behind only Harrogate, Yorkshire’s most expensive local authority area, when
compared with surrounding local authority areas. Over the long run, York has seen its
median house price rise at rates on par with the England average, but at higher rates than
all the surrounding areas and the region.
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Table 3.12 Median Price Paid, Year to Dec 2018 and Change

Median Price | % Change % Change % Change

Paid (Year to | 1995-2018 2008-18 2013-18

Dec 2018)

(£)
York 237,500 325% 38% 30%
East Riding 179,000 248% 22% 25%
Hambleton 228,500 260% 14% 14%
Harrogate 271,000 331% 29% 24%
Ryedale 225,000 284% 20% 22%
Selby 205,000 287% 31% 28%
Yorkshire and Humber 160,000 252% 23% 19%
England 240,000 336% 38% 28%

Source: Office for National Statistics, UK Land Registry

3.107 A similar pattern is evident for lower quartile house prices paid, which in theory represents
the more affordable part of the market for house buyers. The average in York is significantly
It has seen prices rise at

higher than all comparators with the exception of Harrogate.

faster rates than most areas.

Table 3.13 Lower Quartile House Price Paid, Year to Dec 2018 and Change

Lower % Change % Change % Change

Quartile 1995-2018 2008-18 2013-18

Price Paid

(Year to Dec

2018)

(£)
York 185,000 311% 31% 25%
East Riding 132,500 233% 15% 21%
Hambleton 170,500 244% 14% 14%
Harrogate 202,000 321% 30% 27%
Ryedale 170,000 270% 18% 21%
Selby 155,000 278% 29% 24%
Yorkshire and Humber 115,000 238% 18% 21%
England 153,000 287% 25% 22%

Source: Office for National Statistics, UK Land Registry

3.108 Affordability ratios are the key market signal in the new standard methodology for housing
need assessment. On the median measure, York ranks below Harrogate, Ryedale and
Hambleton, but has seen its ratio worsen at far faster rates than the comparators. This is
a marker that affordability for people with a direct connection to York’s employment base
is significantly worsening. This is a clear indicator that supply is failing to keep pace with

demand.
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Table 3.14 Median Affordability (Workplace Earnings) Ratios and Change, Year to Sep

2018

Lower % Change % Change % Change

Quartile 1995-2018 2008-18 2013-18

Price Paid

(Year to Dec

2018)

(£)
York 8.86 139% 24% 36%
East Riding 6.64 100% 6% 18%
Hambleton 9.09 87% 4% 3%
Harrogate 10.13 127% 4% 18%
Ryedale 9.32 93% -5% 8%
Selby 6.64 92% 1% 12%
Yorkshire and Humber 5.95 91% 4% 12%
England 7.83 121% 13% 16%

Source: Office for National Statistics, UK Land Registry

On the lower quartile measure, the ratio in York is much closer to that of Harrogate, and is
higher than all comparator areas. It is significantly higher than that of England and the
region. It has also seen the ratio worsen at a faster rate than all the comparators.

Table 3.15 Lower Quartile Affordability Ratios (Workplace Earnings) and Change to Sep
2018

Lower % Change % Change % Change

Quartile 1995-2018 2008-18 2013-18

Price Paid

(Year to Dec

2018)

(£)
York 9.41 134% 11% 20%
East Riding 6.61 85% -10% 10%
Hambleton 9.36 90% 3% 6%
Harrogate 9.64 115% -1% 16%
Ryedale 8.48 61% -13% 4%
Selby 7.44 99% 9% 11%
Yorkshire and Humber 5.80 87% -2% 11%
England 7.29 104% 5% 11%

Source: Office for National Statistics

The lower quartile affordability ratio cited in EX/CYC/9 (Table 12) is 7.26. The latest
Government data suggests it is much higher (9.41). It appears that EX/CYC/9 may have
actually cited the value for England in 2017 as York’s LQ affordability ratio. Its observation
(para. 4.18) that York has ‘relatively better’ affordability that has grown ‘less than in
England’ is not supported by the data.

These indicators alone are sufficient to justify a market signals uplift. Given that there is
strong evidence that affordability in York is worsening faster than local, regional and
national comparators, the adjustment should be a substantial one.

However, EX/CYC/9 points to the worsening affordability of rental prices in York (Table
110, showing that they median and lower quartile rents are both higher than those of the
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region and England, and that they have been worsening faster in recent years. This is the
tenure type which has seen the fastest growth in recent years amongst younger age groups
in particular as affordability locks them out of home ownership.

The data show both that York has the highest prices of all the comparator areas, and that
the rates of increases have been much faster. Averages substantially exceed the regional
and national averages.

Table 3.16 Average Monthly Rents, Year to March 2019 and Change

LQ Rent | Change | Median Change

(£) 2014-19  Rent(£) | 2014-19
York 675 23% 795 22%
East Riding 425 6% 485 2%
Hambleton 525 6% 585 6%
Harrogate 600 4% 725 7%
Ryedale 500 6% 575 10%
Selby 495 4% 550 5%
Yorkshire and Humber 450 13% 535 8%
England 525 11% 695 17%

Source: Valuation Office Agency, 2019

Given the comparative position of York on key affordability indicators and the evidence that
affordability is worsening at a significantly faster rate than other locations, the key issue is
whether a 15% upward adjustment is adequate. The PPG specifies (para. 020 Reference
ID: 2a-020-20140306) that upward adjustments should be set at levels that are reasonable.
However, the same paragraph also specifies that:

The more significant the affordability constraints (as reflected in rising prices and rents, and
worsening affordability ratio) and the stronger other indicators of high demand (eg the
differential between land prices), the larger the improvement in affordability needed and,
therefore, the larger the additional supply response should be.

In settling on 15%, EX/CYC/9 lists a series of Inspector’'s conclusions on adjustments
elsewhere. The three areas it cites as the most recent examples (Waverley, Mid-Sussex
and Canterbury) where adjustments ranged from 20-25% are located in south east
England, a high priced region in which two of those local authority areas are amongst the
least affordable local authority areas outside Greater London. As comparators, they are
therefore of limited value.

We note also that the rate at which York’s median affordability ratio has worsened since
2013 (36%) is higher than that of all of the three areas and the rate of worsening on the
lower quartile indicator is on par with that of Canterbury (20%) and close to that of Waverley
and Mid Sussex (24% and 22% respectively).

On these grounds, an upward adjustment of at least 20% could be considered reasonable
for a city that is one of the least affordable areas in its region, and where affordability trends
are significantly worsening.

However, the affordability response set out in the new standard methodology for OAN in
the updated PPG (2018) and a body of evidence about the scale of increases in the housing
supply relative to demand point to the need for a more substantial uplift.

Application of the new method to the affordability data for York would result in an uplift of
just over 30%. This is derived from:

o The median house price to workplace-based earnings ratio of 8.86.
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o An adjustment to household growth in which for every 1% higher than 4.0 (assumed
to represent an affordable ratio) the median affordability ratio is for the area, the
increase is 0.25%.

° For York, the median affordability ratio is 4.86 higher than 4.0, or 122%. The
adjustment is therefore 30%.

An upward adjustment of this order is consistent with a range of authoritative studies and
evidence, some of which have directly informed Government policy and the new PPG.

o The 2016 House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs whose inquiry into
the UK housing market concluded that at least 300,000 additional homes would be
required annually to tackle the affordability crisis. Evidence provided to the inquiry
by the UK Treasury included modelling showing that 250-300,000 homes would be
necessary to maintain constant house price to earnings ratios, but the Select
Committee’s report noted (footnote 91) that this was considered to be an insufficient
level of housing growth to achieve this.® That level of housing growth would
represent c. 40% more than the level implied by current household projections.

o The 2016 Redfern Review was underpinned by evidence that implied a c. 44% uplift
on the household projections would be necessary to keep house price inflation in
check.

o The 2016 Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG) concluded in its recommended
approach to housing need assessment that affordability ratios in excess of 8.7
should require an uplift of 25% to housing need figures based on household
projections.

o The 2004 Barker Review concluded that the delivery of an additional 120,000 private
sector dwellings a year would be necessary to reduce real price rises to 1.1% per
annum, the then average across the EU. Against private sector gross starts of
140,000 in 2002/3, this represented an 85.7% uplift. A total of 260,000 dwellings a
year would represent an uplift of around 21%

The outcome of applying the new standard OAN method to York is a figure of 1,078 dpa,
based on average 10 year annual household growth of 827 to which the 30% upward
adjustment is applied. The standard method does not allow for the application of a vacancy
rate. A 3% vacancy and second homes rate adjustment would take the OAN to 1,110 dpa.

In EX/CYC/9, the 15% adjustment is applied only to the starting point projection of 484 dpa,
giving a housing need figure of 557 dpa. A 30% uplift would take the figure to only 629
dpa, still short of the Council’s preferred OAN of 790 dpa.

Affordable Housing Need

York’s affordable housing need is substantial. At 573 per annum (EX/CYC/9, para. 4.20),
it far exceeds the starting point figure assumed by the Council, and represents 72% of the
preferred OAN of 790 dpa.

The study argues that a ‘modest uplift’ to the demographic-based need figure may be
justified to address affordable housing need. Given the scale of affordable need, the
conclusion that only a modest uplift is appropriate is questionable.

8 House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs, Select Committee on Economic Affairs 1st Report of Session
2016—17 HL Paper 20, Building More Homes
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EX/CYC/9 further cites case law (paras. 4.22-4.28) on the relationship between affordable
housing need and the OAN to justify the position that it is not necessary to seek to meet
affordable need in full through the OAN and related housing requirement.

Policy H10 (Affordable Housing) in the publication draft Local Plan does not specify the
level of affordable housing that the Plan sets out to achieve. Thresholds for affordable
delivery on housing sites are set at an upper limit of 30% (greenfield sites), at 20% for
brownfield sites, and at percentages ranging from 2% to 20% for smaller sites). At best,
delivery at 30% against an OAN of 790 dpa would imply the delivery of only 237 affordable
dwellings a year, half the assessed need. In practice, the percentage of affordable units
on sites that come forward during the Plan period is likely to be much lower than this, given
the thresholds set in Policy H10.

This further points to the need for the Council to accept the higher OAN figures implied by
its evidence. Higher levels of planned housing delivery could enable the city to deliver
much more of its assessed affordable need.
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Conclusions: York’s OAN

Council’s OAN Evidence

The City of York Council is now proposing a significant reduction in its preferred OAN as
the Publication Draft Local Plan enters examination. The figure of 790 dpa is a 9%
reduction on the OAN of 867 dpa presented in the Publication Draft. That higher figure
was itself the outcome of a policy on decision by the Council not to accept the full OAN of
953 dpa recommended in its evidence base. It is the latest in a long sequence of changes
to the Council’s evidence and the OAN figures it has accepted, and 790 dpa is a low end
of the wide range that has emerged from this work.

There is no indication in the Publication Draft Local Plan that the proposed reduction in the
OAN has been discussed as part of the duty to cooperate process with neighbouring
authorities, including Selby which is part of York’s housing market area. A lower housing
growth target for York has implications for housing markets and for cross-boundary flows
of commuters elsewhere in the area, and how these have been addressed through the
DTC should be considered at the Examination.

The proposed OAN of 790 dpa is the outcome of a 2019 OAN update (EX/CYC/9) which in
several respects provides flawed justification for this to be the appropriate number:

o It concludes that 2016-based population and household projections are the
appropriate starting point and base projections. The study relies on very short term
trends in its explanation for preferring these projections to the earlier 2014-based
projections or for other demographic projections. The evidence does not show that
the 2016-based projection are the most robust basis for assumptions about future
housing need in York.

o The UK Government has cautioned against using the 2016-based household
projections in new Planning Practice Guidance issued in 2018 and 2019. Whilst
York’s Local Plan will be tested against the earlier, 2014 PPG and 2012 NPPF, this
provides further grounds for caution about the 2016-based projections.

o The Council has opted for an OAN based on jobs growth of 650 per annum, 2017-
37. However, its own Employment Land Review makes it clear that proposed
employment land requirements should enable the city to deliver jobs growth of 806
per annum. This higher figure is described as being no less accurate a view of
future jobs than 650 per annum, and it should provide the basis for aligning future
jobs and housing.

o The conclusion of EX/CYC/9 is that 650 jobs a year generates a housing need of
790 dpa, based on applying an adjusted set of household representative rates to
the population projections. The modelling allows for additional net migration to York
to meet a significant shortfall in resident workers implied by the 2016-based
projections. However, this may understate the housing need to support 650 jobs
per annum, which our analysis suggests should be 814 dpa.

o For the higher jobs growth figure of 806 per annum, the resident labour shortfall is
larger, and this implies housing need figures of 855-891 dpa.

o The Council’s evidence rightly accepts that an uplift within the OAN to account for
adverse market signals evidence is justified. However, the proposed 15% uplift
does not reflect the comparative position of York on a range of key affordability
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indicators, for which the most recent data show it is one of the two least affordable
local authority areas in Yorkshire and the Humber, has affordability that is
significantly worse than the regional and national averages, and has seen a
worsening of affordability at faster rates than all of the comparators we consider in
this report.

o Furthermore, the market signals adjustment of 15% is not applied to the Council’s
preferred OAN figure of 790 dpa. Whilst that figure includes some adjustments to
allow for improvements to household formation rates in younger age groups
compared with the 2016-based projections, this only partly addresses affordability
issues. Applying the 15% adjustment to that figure would give an OAN of 908 dpa.

o A higher market signals adjustment is justified. On the basis of the Council’'s own
analysis, the minimum should be 20%. However, the figure of 30% implied by the
new standard methodology would be consistent with the weight of evidence that
now shows that much higher increases in housing supply relative to demand are
essential if England’s severe affordability problems are to be addressed.

o The Council’s evidence concludes that only a modest uplift within the OAN and
planned housing requirements is necessary to increase affordable housing delivery.
This understates the scale of affordable need (573 pa) in York, and at a maximum
of 30% delivery on future housing sites, would contribute to the delivery of only half
this need at 790 dpa. Higher OAN figures would increase the potential for York to
meet more of this need.

In conclusion, the new evidence the Council has presented for Examination does not
provide a sound basis for identifying the city’s full OAN.

What is York’s OAN?

There are reasonable grounds to conclude that the 2014-based projections should continue
to provide the starting point for determining York’s OAN. This implies that the starting point
figure should be 867 dpa.

Applying an appropriate market signals uplift to this figure of at least 20% would yield an
OAN of 1,040 dpa. At 30%, the relevant figure would be 1,136 dpa. These figures are
broadly consistent with the 1,078 that arises from the application of the new standard
method set out in the 2018/19 Planning Practice Guidance.

Our analysis of the economic growth evidence concludes that York should be planning for
jobs growth of 806 dpa. On the basis of the Council’s own analysis using the 2016-based
projections, this would imply an economic growth led housing need of 855 dpa, which rises
to 891 dpa with adjusted assumptions about unemployment and the labour force:
households ratio.

These figures only partly account for affordability pressures. A market signals uplift of at
least 20% would imply OANs of 1,026 to 1,069 dpa. Again, these figures are consistent
with those that arise from the use of the 2014-based projections.

Our conclusion is therefore that the minimum OAN for York should be 1,026 dpa, a level of
housing growth that would support future employment growth and has the potential to
deliver significantly higher levels of affordable housing.

31
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Contact Detalls

Enquiries

Gary Halman

0161 956 4056
gary.halman@avisonyoung.com

Visit us online
avisonyoung.co.uk

Avison Young

Norfolk House, 7 Norfolk Street, Manchester M2 1DW
Avison Young is the trading name of GVA Grimley Limited
© 2019 GVA Grimley Limited
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PM:SID 582

From: Gen Kenington

Sent: 22 July 2019 16:10

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation Response - Land West of
ST8 Monks Cross

Attachments: York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Response July 2019 - Land West of ST8 Monks

Cross.pdf; Local_Plan_Proposed_Modifications_Consultation_Response_Form_2019 -
Land west of Monks Cross.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Sir or Madam,

Please find attached a completed consultation form and formal response to the Local Plan Proposed Modifications.
The response has been made on behalf of landowners of land to the immediate west of Strategic Site ST8.

Please could you acknowledge receipt of the attachments.

Kind regards

Gen Kenington
MTP MRTPI
Associate Director

Johnson Mowat

Planning & Development Consultants

Coronet House, Queen Street, Leeds, LS1 2TW

I V' www.johnsonmowat.co.uk

Please consider the environment before printing this email. This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential
and may contain privileged information intended solely for the use of the addressee. If you are not the intended
recipient you are hereby notified that any dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please advise the sender immediately by return email, or contact our office on 0113 887 0120 and
delete this message from your system. As this message has been transmitted over a public network Johnson Mowat
cannot guarantee its accuracy or completeness. If you suspect that the message may have been intercepted or
amended, please contact the sender.

Johnson Mowat, Coronet House, Queen Street, Leeds, West Yorkshire LS1 2TW

Registered in England Nos: OC407525
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City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE ONLY:
Proposed Modifications D reterence
Consultation Response Form
10 June — 22 July 2019

This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will
consider comments at the Public Examination.

Using the form to submit your comments also means that you can register your interest in
speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C carefully before completing the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.

Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.
Any additional sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or
black ink.

Part A - Personal Details

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you must provide your
name and postal address.

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mr
First Name Mark
Last Name Johnson
Organisation Michael Glover LLP Johnson Mowat Planning Limited
(where relevant)
Representing Curry, Hudson and GM Ward Trust
(if applicable)
Address — line 1 c/o Johnson Mowat Coronet House
Address — line 2 Queen Street
Address — line 3 Leeds

Address — line 4

Address — line 5

Postcode LS12TW
E-mail Address I
Telephone Number I

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at www.york.gov.uk/localplan
or you can complete the form online at www.york.gov.uk/consultations

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and new evidence, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications, the
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, the updated Habitats Regulation Assessment, and other background
documents which include a Housing Needs Assessment update and an Addendum to Topic Paper 1: The
Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you
think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and
‘Sound’. These terms are explained as you go through this form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case,
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination. Additional response forms can be collected from
the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can download it from the council’s website at
www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations.
However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to consider your comments you must
provide your name and address with your response.

Can | submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood?

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence.

The Inspectors will use their own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All
examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Consultation documents?

The Local Plan Proposed Modifications document, the Sustainability Appraisal/SEA Addendum and
Updated Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) will be available for inspection at in all of York’s libraries
and City of York Council West Offices.

All supporting documents which underpin the City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications are available
to view online at www.york.gov.uk/localplan and are also available for inspection at City of York Council
West Offices and York Explore.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part B -Your Representation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)

3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your response relate?

PM4 and all subsequent PM’s relating to the housing
Proposed Modification Reference: requirement reduction.

Document: - G L Hearn Housing Needs update
- Sustainability Appraisal Report Addendum

Page Number:

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal
(SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and
the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan

4. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes[ | No [ ]

4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to Cooperate?

Yes| | No [ ]

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ‘it for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgédgonadd486
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Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

5. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes [ ] No X

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1): (tick all that apply)

Positively prepared [X Justified X
Effective [X Consistent with X
national policy

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

See attached Statement

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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6. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard
to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to
soundness.

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text
and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support/justify your comments and suggested modification, as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the
Inspectors, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.

See attached Statement.

Increase the housing requirement in Policy SS1 to a minimum of 1,070 dwellings per annum in line with the
Standard Method Local Housing Need calculation.

Identify additional housing sites.

Amend the housing trajectory to annualize the undersupply of 512 dwellings over the first 5 years of the plan
rather than over the Plan Period.

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the
Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing D Yes, | wish to appear at the
session at the examination. | would like my examination X
representation to be dealt with by written
representation

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary:

To have the opportunity to engage in the debate particularly relating to the housing requirement and housing supply,
and present the case in support of land immediately west of Monks Cross.

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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Part C - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 2018 to inform the Local Plan process. We only ask for what personal information
is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy notice and we will protect it and make sure
nobody has access to it who shouldn’t. City of York Council does not pass personal data to third
parties for marketing, sales or any other commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

As part of the Local Plan process copies of representations made in response to this consultation
including your personal information must be made available for public inspection and published
on the Council’s website; they cannot be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be
available for inspection in full. Copies of all representations must also be provided to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of the submission of the City of York Local Plan.1

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2 Should you wish to be
removed from the database please contact the Forward Planning team at localplan@york.gov.uk
or on 01904 552255. Should your personal information have changed please contact us with the
correct details so that we can ensure the database is accurate and up to date. It should be noted
that the Local Planning Authority is required to retain your information during the plan making
process. The information you submit relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made
available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of the Plan.s

Retention of Information

Once the Plan is formally adopted we will contact you to ascertain whether you wish to remain on
the database so that we may contact you regarding planning policy matters including
Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans. If you don’t respond to our
emails/letters we will remove your details from the database

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 2018, you can contact the Council’s
Data Protection Officer at foi@york.gov.uk or go to the website for the Information Commissioners
Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a complaint about
how your information has been used or how long we have kept it for, please contact the Customer
Feedback Team at foi@york.gov.uk or on 01904 554145.

Date | 22" July 2019

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgadgodadd486
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CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN
PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS JUNE 2019

LAND IMMEDIATELY WEST OF SITE ST8 MONKS CROSS
On behalf of the landowners of land immediately west of ST8.
July 2019
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 This representation should be read alongside previous consultation responses submitted to the
Publication Draft Local Plan in March 2018 on behalf of landowners to the immediate south of
North Lane, to the east of the existing Huntington urban edge, and to the immediate west of the

western boundary of proposed strategic site ST8.

1.2 On behalf of the landowners, we maintain our objection to the removal of land (identified in
orange on the cover of this statement) from strategic site ST8 and maintain that the proposed
resultant identification of land immediately west of Site ST8 as Green Belt is inappropriate, as

it would serve no Green Belt function.

Page | 2

City of York Local Plan — Proposed Modifications June 2019

Johnson Mowat on behalf of landowners of land west of Site ST8 Monks Cross.
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2.0

2.1

22

23

24

2.5

Housing Requirement

There are a number of Proposed Modifications which all relate to the Council’s decision to
reduce the housing requirement, which forms the basis of this consultation exercise. Our
comments relating to the housing requirement are therefore relevant to the following Proposed

Modifications:

PM3, PM4, PM5, PM20a — PM20d, PM21a — PM21d, PM22, PM44.

We object to the Council’s further reduction to the housing requirement at this late stage,
following the submission of the Local Plan. Previous comments submitted to the Publication
Draft Local Plan objected to the Council’'s choice to opt for the lowest possible housing

requirement, contrary to advice in the SHMA update at the time.

The Council’s proposed modifications attempt to justify the reduction in the housing requirement
from 867 dwellings in the Publication Draft to 790 dwellings based on the updated Housing
Needs Update evidence published by G L Hearn in January 2019. It is considered the proposed
modifications to reduce the housing requirement are unsound as they fail the ‘positively
prepared’,” justified’, and ‘consistent with National Policy’ soundness tests. We have significant
concerns with the evidence update, which uses the 2016-based population projections, despite
Government guidance requiring the continued use of the 2014-based projections, for reasons
outlined below.

The ONS published 2016-based Sub-National Population Projections (SNPP) and Sub-
National Household Projections (SNHP) have been used as the starting point by G L Hearn to
generate a number of new potential housing need scenarios. We note and support the detailed
HBF (July 2019) comments relating to the reasons behind the differences between the 2014-
based and 2016-based SNPP and SNHP, and do not repeat them here.

The concerns with the 2016-based projections have been well documented, with the resultant
reduction in the level of household growth across the Country causing concerns in how the
Government will fulfil its aspiration to increase housing delivery to 300,000 dwellings per annum
by the mid 2020’s. The Government have been clear that for the purposes of calculating

housing needs assessment under the new guidance in relation to the Standard Method, that

Page | 3
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Johnson Mowat on behalf of landowners of land west of Site ST8 Monks Cross.
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the 2016-based projections are not to be used. This is now reflected in revisions to PPG, which
at Paragraph 005 1D2a-005-20190220 state:

“the 2014-based household projections are used within the standard method to provide
stability for planning authorities and communities, ensure that historic under-delivery
and declining affordability are reflected, and to be consistent with the Government’s

objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes.”

2.6 PPG goes on to state at Paragraph 015 Id 2a-015-20190220 that:

“Any method which relies on using the 2016-based household projections will not be
considered to be following the standard method... it is not considered that these

projections provide an appropriate basis for use in the standard method.”

2.7 The revisions to PPG follow on from the Governments February 2019 response to the technical
consultation on updates to NPPF and NPPG which stated:

“The changes to underlying assumptions in the population projections and
methodological improvements to the household projections had led to significant
variations in housing need at a local level, something that needs addressing in the short
term... the Government continues to think that the 2016-based household projections
should not be used as a reason to justify lower housing need. We understand
respondents’ concerns about not using the latest evidence, but for reasons set out in
the consultation document we consider the consultation proposals to be the most
appropriate approach in the short-term. We are specifying in planning guidance that
using the 2016-based household projections will not be considered to be an exceptional
circumstance that justifies identifying minimum need levels lower than those identified

by the standard method.”

2.8 We are aware that the Government guidance for the continued use of the 2014-based
projections relates to the calculating using the standard method in the updated NPPF, which
differs from the City of York Local Plan, which has been submitted and is being examined under
the transitional arrangements and against the 2012 NPPF. The housing requirement in the York
Local Plan has therefore been calculated using the Obijectively Assessed Needs identified

through a SHMA. That said, it would logically apply that the Government’s concern with the
Page | 4
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Johnson Mowat on behalf of landowners of land west of Site ST8 Monks Cross.
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29

2.10

2.11

212

2.13

2016-based projections would also apply to Authorities calculating housing need under the

transitional arrangements and OAN calculations.

The City of York is the only authority in the Yorkshire region whereby housing need calculated
using the standard method results in an increased housing need compared with the current
local assessment. The first Standard Method published on 14t September 2017 resulted in an
indicative annual requirement of 1,070 dwellings for the City of York which was more in line with
the latest G L Hearn 2017 SHMA Update at the time of 953 dwellings per annum.

Calculating the Local Housing Need figure using the 2014-based household projections from
the current year over a ten year period (2019 — 2029) and adjusting using the latest affordability
ratio (published in March 2019), results in a requirement of 1,069 dwellings per annum. This
remains the same as the original standard methodology figure of 1,070 dwellings per annum,
and remains considerably higher than the Council’s reduced figure of 790 dwellings per annum.
It is clear from the latest Local Housing Need calculation that the direction of travel remains

above 1,000 dwellings per annum, yet the Council are seeking to reduce the requirement.

The implications of fixing a housing requirement via the Local Plan that is lower than justified
has significant implications for York, and will lead to the worsening of an already severe
affordability situation. Itis likely that the affordability ratio in York will continue to rise, particularly
if there is pent up demand as a result of a restricted housing requirement. Based on the direction
of travel, it is likely that the housing requirement will be increased in future reviews, therefore
continuing to restrict the housing requirement now will make it increasingly difficult to deliver a

potentially significant increase in housing requirement via future reviews.

We disagree with the Council’s interpretation of the use of the 2016 based projections as stated
in the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum (SAA). In justifying the reasons for selecting the 790
dpa figure and rejecting the alternatives, the SAA references the ONS SNPP 2016 based
projections and references a ‘marked discrepancy with the previous 2014 based figures’ (SAA
paragraph 5.3.40), which has had a significant bearing on the lower OAN in the GL Hearn
Update of 790 dpa. There is however no reference to the Government’s technical update or
NPPG which proposes in the short term the continued use of the 2014 based data for calculating

housing need via the standard method.

The SAA importantly states at paragraph 5.3.26 that:

Page | 5
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2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

“Given the significant positive effects identified for the 2017 SHMA recommended
alternative figure [953 dpa] against the SA objectives for housing, employment and
equality of access (with a similar performance for the remaining objectives to the
proposed preferred housing figure of 790 dpa and Publication Draft figure of 867 dpa),
the 2017 SHMA Update figure is considered to perform marginally better in

sustainability terms than the proposed figure.” (our emphasis).

Clearly, the Council are willing to delay the progress of the Local Plan by consulting on
Proposed Modifications to the submitted Publication Draft Local Plan which reduces the
housing requirement. Arguably, it is considered that this delay allows the opportunity to re-visit
the evidence in light of the updated NPPF and NPPG and look to amend the housing
requirement and increase the requirement based on the latest calculation of Local Housing
Need.

We are aware that Lichfields have updated their housing need modelling work as a result of the
Council’'s Proposed Modifications. Their July 2019 findings conclude that there are fundamental
flaws in the Council’'s updated housing need assessment of 790 dwellings per annum. The
Lichfields calculation, which adjusts the demographic baseline allowing for long term trends to
international migration levels; applies a 20% market signals adjustment and a 10% affordable

housing uplift results in a figure of 1,215 dwellings per annum.

Lichfields identify a further 84 dwellings per annum as required to meet the Universities’ student
growth needs, which results in a rounded OAHN of 1,300 dwellings per annum. This is
considerably higher than the Council’s updated requirement of 790 dwellings per annum and

22% higher than the Standard Methodology figure of 1,069 dwellings per annum.

It is recommended that the student housing requirement in York is considered in isolation, and
therefore removed from both the identified supply and the overall requirement and regarded as
a separate policy requirement. Currently, the City are over-relying on student housing to meet

their overall housing need.

Page | 6
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Recommendation:

In order to make the Local Plan sound, it is recommended that the Housing Requirement in
Policy SS1 is increased to a minimum of 1,070 in line with the Standard Method Local Housing
Need calculation.

It is recommended that additional sites are identified in the Local Plan, including land
immediately west of Strategic Site ST8.

Should the Council continue to progress the Local Plan under the transitional arrangements and
seek a lower housing requirement it is recommended that upon Adoption, a review of the Local
Plan is immediately triggered to ensure the Local Plan is updated in line with the Standard
Method and updated Framework.

Page | 7
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3.0 SHLAA Figure 6 Update— Detailed Housing Trajectory
3.1 We object to the undersupply of 512 dwellings being annualised over the Plan Period. The

shortfall should be annualised over first 5 years of the Plan. This affects the Associated Figures

and Tables in the Proposed Modifications document (PM20 a — d and PM21 a —d).
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PM:SID 583

From: Gen Kenington

Sent: 22 July 2019 16:10

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation Response - ST8 Monks
Cross

Attachments: York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Response July 2019 - ST8 Monks Cross.pdf;

Local_Plan_Proposed_Modifications_Consultation_Response Form_2019 Redrow
Monks Cross.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed
Categories: Red Category

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Sir or Madam,
Please find attached a completed consultation form and formal response to the Local Plan Proposed Modifications.

The response has been made on behalf of Redrow Homes, GM Ward Trust, Mr K Hudson, Mrs C Bowes and Mrs E
Crocker in relation to their continued land interests at Strategic Site ST8, Monks Cross.

Please could you acknowledge receipt of the attachments.

Kind regards

Gen Kenington
MTP MRTPI
Associate Director

Johnson Mowat

Planning & Development Consultants

Coronet House, Queen Street, Leeds, LS1 2TW

I V' www.johnsonmowat.co.uk

Please consider the environment before printing this email. This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential
and may contain privileged information intended solely for the use of the addressee. If you are not the intended
recipient you are hereby notified that any dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please advise the sender immediately by return email, or contact our office on 0113 887 0120 and
delete this message from your system. As this message has been transmitted over a public network Johnson Mowat
cannot guarantee its accuracy or completeness. If you suspect that the message may have been intercepted or
amended, please contact the sender.

Johnson Mowat, Coronet House, Queen Street, Leeds, West Yorkshire LS1 2TW

Registered in England Nos: OC407525
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City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE ONLY:
Proposed Modifications D reterence
Consultation Response Form
10 June — 22 July 2019

This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will
consider comments at the Public Examination.

Using the form to submit your comments also means that you can register your interest in
speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C carefully before completing the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.

Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.
Any additional sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or
black ink.

Part A - Personal Details

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you must provide your
name and postal address.

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mr
First Name Mark
Last Name Johnson
Organisation Redrow Homes, G M Ward Trust, K Johnson Mowat Planning Limited
(where relevant) Hudson, C Bowes and E Crocker

Representing
(if applicable)

Address — line 1 Coronet House
Address — line 2 Queen Street
Address — line 3 Leeds

Address — line 4

Address — line 5

Postcode LS12TW
E-mail Address I
Telephone Number I

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
Page 2514 of 4486



Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at www.york.gov.uk/localplan
or you can complete the form online at www.york.gov.uk/consultations

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and new evidence, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications, the
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, the updated Habitats Regulation Assessment, and other background
documents which include a Housing Needs Assessment update and an Addendum to Topic Paper 1: The
Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you
think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and
‘Sound’. These terms are explained as you go through this form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case,
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination. Additional response forms can be collected from
the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can download it from the council’s website at
www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations.
However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to consider your comments you must
provide your name and address with your response.

Can | submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood?

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence.

The Inspectors will use their own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All
examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Consultation documents?

The Local Plan Proposed Modifications document, the Sustainability Appraisal/SEA Addendum and
Updated Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) will be available for inspection at in all of York’s libraries
and City of York Council West Offices.

All supporting documents which underpin the City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications are available
to view online at www.york.gov.uk/localplan and are also available for inspection at City of York Council
West Offices and York Explore.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part B -Your Representation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)

3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your response relate?

PM4 and all subsequent PM’s relating to the housing
Proposed Modification Reference: requirement reduction.

Document: - G L Hearn Housing Needs update
- Sustainability Appraisal Report Addendum

Page Number:

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal
(SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and
the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan

4. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes[ | No [ ]

4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to Cooperate?

Yes| | No [ ]

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ‘it for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgédg 16 add486
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Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

5. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes [ ] No X

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1): (tick all that apply)

Positively prepared [X Justified X

Effective m Consistent with E
national policy

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

See attached Statement

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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6. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard
to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to
soundness.

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text
and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support/justify your comments and suggested modification, as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the
Inspectors, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.

See attached Statement.

Increase the housing requirement in Policy SS1 to a minimum of 1,070 dwellings per annum in line with the
Standard Method Local Housing Need calculation.

Amend the housing trajectory to annualize the undersupply of 512 dwellings over the first 5 years of the plan
rather than over the Plan Period.

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the
Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing D Yes, | wish to appear at the
session at the examination. | would like my examination X
representation to be dealt with by written

representation

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary:

To have the opportunity to engage in the debate, particularly relating to the housing requirement and housing supply,
and answer / address any questions relating to strategic Site ST8 Monks Cross.

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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Part C - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 2018 to inform the Local Plan process. We only ask for what personal information
is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy notice and we will protect it and make sure
nobody has access to it who shouldn’t. City of York Council does not pass personal data to third
parties for marketing, sales or any other commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

As part of the Local Plan process copies of representations made in response to this consultation
including your personal information must be made available for public inspection and published
on the Council’s website; they cannot be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be
available for inspection in full. Copies of all representations must also be provided to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of the submission of the City of York Local Plan.1

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2 Should you wish to be
removed from the database please contact the Forward Planning team at localplan@york.gov.uk
or on 01904 552255. Should your personal information have changed please contact us with the
correct details so that we can ensure the database is accurate and up to date. It should be noted
that the Local Planning Authority is required to retain your information during the plan making
process. The information you submit relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made
available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of the Plan.s

Retention of Information

Once the Plan is formally adopted we will contact you to ascertain whether you wish to remain on
the database so that we may contact you regarding planning policy matters including
Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans. If you don’t respond to our
emails/letters we will remove your details from the database

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 2018, you can contact the Council’s
Data Protection Officer at foi@york.gov.uk or go to the website for the Information Commissioners
Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a complaint about
how your information has been used or how long we have kept it for, please contact the Customer
Feedback Team at foi@york.gov.uk or on 01904 554145.

Date | 22" July 2019

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgédg raadd486
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CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN
PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS JUNE 2019

LAND AT MONKS CROSS (Ref ST8)

On behalf of Redrow Homes, GM Ward Trust, Mr K Hudson, Mrs C
Bowes and Mrs E Crocker

July 2019
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 This representation should be read alongside previous consultation responses submitted to the
Publication Draft Local Plan in March 2018 on behalf of Redrow Homes, G M Ward Trust, K
Hudson, C Bowes and E Crocker, in relation to their continued land interest at Monks Cross
(Site Ref ST8).

1.2 An Outline Planning Application for the development of circa 970 dwellings including
infrastructure, open space, primary school, associated community facilities, convenience store
and Country Park was submitted on behalf of Redrow Homes (Yorkshire) Limited in January
2018 on the emerging Local Plan ST8 site. The application is pending consideration
(18/00017/OUTM).

Page | 2
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2.0

2.1

22

23

24

2.5

Housing Requirement

There are a number of Proposed Modifications which all relate to the Council’s decision to
reduce the housing requirement, which forms the basis of this consultation exercise. Our
comments relating to the housing requirement are therefore relevant to the following Proposed

Modifications:

PM3, PM4, PM5, PM20a — PM20d, PM21a — PM21d, PM22, PM44.

We object to the Council’s further reduction to the housing requirement at this late stage,
following the submission of the Local Plan. Previous comments submitted to the Publication
Draft Local Plan objected to the Council’'s choice to opt for the lowest possible housing

requirement, contrary to advice in the SHMA update at the time.

The Council’s proposed modifications attempt to justify the reduction in the housing requirement
from 867 dwellings in the Publication Draft to 790 dwellings based on the updated Housing
Needs Update evidence published by G L Hearn in January 2019. It is considered the proposed
modifications to reduce the housing requirement are unsound as they fail the ‘positively
prepared’,” justified’, and ‘consistent with National Policy’ soundness tests. We have significant
concerns with the evidence update, which uses the 2016-based population projections, despite
Government guidance requiring the continued use of the 2014-based projections, for reasons
outlined below.

The ONS published 2016-based Sub-National Population Projections (SNPP) and Sub-
National Household Projections (SNHP) have been used as the starting point by G L Hearn to
generate a number of new potential housing need scenarios. We note and support the detailed
HBF (July 2019) comments relating to the reasons behind the differences between the 2014-
based and 2016-based SNPP and SNHP, and do not repeat them here.

The concerns with the 2016-based projections have been well documented, with the resultant
reduction in the level of household growth across the Country causing concerns in how the
Government will fulfil its aspiration to increase housing delivery to 300,000 dwellings per annum
by the mid 2020’s. The Government have been clear that for the purposes of calculating

housing needs assessment under the new guidance in relation to the Standard Method, that

Page | 3
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the 2016-based projections are not to be used. This is now reflected in revisions to PPG, which
at Paragraph 005 1D2a-005-20190220 state:

“the 2014-based household projections are used within the standard method to provide
stability for planning authorities and communities, ensure that historic under-delivery
and declining affordability are reflected, and to be consistent with the Government’s

objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes.”

2.6 PPG goes on to state at Paragraph 015 Id 2a-015-20190220 that:

“Any method which relies on using the 2016-based household projections will not be
considered to be following the standard method... it is not considered that these

projections provide an appropriate basis for use in the standard method.”

2.7 The revisions to PPG follow on from the Governments February 2019 response to the technical
consultation on updates to NPPF and NPPG which stated:

“The changes to underlying assumptions in the population projections and
methodological improvements to the household projections had led to significant
variations in housing need at a local level, something that needs addressing in the short
term... the Government continues to think that the 2016-based household projections
should not be used as a reason to justify lower housing need. We understand
respondents’ concerns about not using the latest evidence, but for reasons set out in
the consultation document we consider the consultation proposals to be the most
appropriate approach in the short-term. We are specifying in planning guidance that
using the 2016-based household projections will not be considered to be an exceptional
circumstance that justifies identifying minimum need levels lower than those identified

by the standard method.”

2.8 We are aware that the Government guidance for the continued use of the 2014-based
projections relates to the calculating using the standard method in the updated NPPF, which
differs from the City of York Local Plan, which has been submitted and is being examined under
the transitional arrangements and against the 2012 NPPF. The housing requirement in the York

Local Plan has therefore been calculated using the Obijectively Assessed Needs identified
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29

2.10

2.11

212

through a SHMA. That said, it would logically apply that the Government’s concern with the
2016-based projections would also apply to Authorities calculating housing need under the

transitional arrangements and OAN calculations.

The City of York is the only authority in the Yorkshire region whereby housing need calculated
using the standard method results in an increased housing need compared with the current
local assessment. The first Standard Method published on 14t September 2017 resulted in an
indicative annual requirement of 1,070 dwellings for the City of York which was more in line with
the latest G L Hearn 2017 SHMA Update at the time of 953 dwellings per annum.

Calculating the Local Housing Need figure using the 2014-based household projections from
the current year over a ten year period (2019 — 2029) and adjusting using the latest affordability
ratio (published in March 2019), results in a requirement of 1,069 dwellings per annum. This
remains the same as the original standard methodology figure of 1,070 dwellings per annum,
and remains considerably higher than the Council’s reduced figure of 790 dwellings per annum.
It is clear from the latest Local Housing Need calculation that the direction of travel remains

above 1,000 dwellings per annum, yet the Council are seeking to reduce the requirement.

The implications of fixing a housing requirement via the Local Plan that is lower than justified
has significant implications for York, and will lead to the worsening of an already severe
affordability situation. Itis likely that the affordability ratio in York will continue to rise, particularly
if there is pent up demand as a result of a restricted housing requirement. Based on the direction
of travel, it is likely that the housing requirement will be increased in future reviews, therefore
continuing to restrict the housing requirement now will make it increasingly difficult to deliver a

potentially significant increase in housing requirement via future reviews.

We disagree with the Council’s interpretation of the use of the 2016 based projections as stated
in the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum (SAA). In justifying the reasons for selecting the 790
dpa figure and rejecting the alternatives, the SAA references the ONS SNPP 2016 based
projections and references a ‘marked discrepancy with the previous 2014 based figures’ (SAA
paragraph 5.3.40), which has had a significant bearing on the lower OAN in the GL Hearn
Update of 790 dpa. There is however no reference to the Government’s technical update or
NPPG which proposes in the short term the continued use of the 2014 based data for calculating

housing need via the standard method.
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2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

The SAA importantly states at paragraph 5.3.26 that:

“Given the significant positive effects identified for the 2017 SHMA recommended
alternative figure [953 dpa] against the SA objectives for housing, employment and
equality of access (with a similar performance for the remaining objectives to the
proposed preferred housing figure of 790 dpa and Publication Draft figure of 867 dpa),
the 2017 SHMA Update fiqure is considered to perform marginally better in

sustainability terms than the proposed figure.” (our emphasis).

Clearly, the Council are willing to delay the progress of the Local Plan by consulting on
Proposed Modifications to the submitted Publication Draft Local Plan which reduces the
housing requirement. Arguably, it is considered that this delay allows the opportunity to re-visit
the evidence in light of the updated NPPF and NPPG and look to amend the housing
requirement and increase the requirement based on the latest calculation of Local Housing
Need.

We are aware that Lichfields have updated their housing need modelling work as a result of the
Council’'s Proposed Modifications. Their July 2019 findings conclude that there are fundamental
flaws in the Council’'s updated housing need assessment of 790 dwellings per annum. The
Lichfields calculation, which adjusts the demographic baseline allowing for long term trends to
international migration levels; applies a 20% market signals adjustment and a 10% affordable

housing uplift results in a figure of 1,215 dwellings per annum.

Lichfields identify a further 84 dwellings per annum as required to meet the Universities’ student
growth needs, which results in a rounded OAHN of 1,300 dwellings per annum. This is
considerably higher than the Council’s updated requirement of 790 dwellings per annum and

22% higher than the Standard Methodology figure of 1,069 dwellings per annum.

It is recommended that the student housing requirement in York is considered in isolation, and
therefore removed from both the identified supply and the overall requirement and regarded as
a separate policy requirement. Currently, the City are over-relying on student housing to meet

their overall housing need.
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Recommendation:

In order to make the Local Plan sound, it is recommended that the Housing Requirement in
Policy SS1 is increased to a minimum of 1,070 in line with the Standard Method Local Housing

Need calculation.

Should the Council continue to progress the Local Plan under the transitional arrangements and
seek a lower housing requirement it is recommended that upon Adoption, a review of the Local
Plan is immediately triggered to ensure the Local Plan is updated in line with the Standard

Method and updated Framework.
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3.0 PM6 — Policy SS10 Land North of Monks Cross

3.1

The modification removes reference to ST35 (Queen Elizabeth Barracks site) from the policy

wording criteria X in relation to the consideration of cumulative impact on highways. We have

no objection to this proposed modification.
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4.0 SHLAA Figure 6 Update— Detailed Housing Trajectory

4.1 It is noted that Site ST8 — Monks Cross includes an anticipated delivery of 35 dwellings in
2019/20, increasing to 70 dwellings per annum between 2020/21 and 2022/23, and then 105
dwellings per annum from 2023/24 onwards. Given the delays in the Local Plan, and the
reliance of the Local Plan adoption before an approval on ST8 it is highly unrealistic to expect
delivery of 35 dwellings this year, and more likely that completions will start delivering on site

from 2021 onwards.
4.2 We object to the undersupply of 512 dwellings being annualised over the Plan Period. The

shortfall should be annualised over first 5 years of the Plan. This affects the Associated Figures
and Tables in the Proposed Modifications document (PM20 a — d and PM21 a — d).
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PM:SID 585

From: Gen Kenington

Sent: 22 July 2019 16:12

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation Response - Taylor Wimpey,
ST7 Stockton Lane, York

Attachments: Local_Plan_Proposed_Modifications_Consultation_Response_Form_2019 Taylor

Wimpey ST7.pdf; York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Response July 2019 - ST7
Stockton Lane - Taylor Wimpey.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Sir or Madam,
Please find attached a completed consultation form and formal response to the Local Plan Proposed Modifications.

The response has been made on behalf of Taylor Wimpey in relation to their continued land interests at Strategic
Site ST7, Stockton Lane, York.

Please could you acknowledge receipt of the attachments.
Kind regards
Gen Kenington

MTP MRTPI
Associate Director

Johnson Mowat

Planning & Development Consultants

Coronet House, Queen Street, Leeds, LS1 2TW

I V' www.johnsonmowat.co.uk

Please consider the environment before printing this email. This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential
and may contain privileged information intended solely for the use of the addressee. If you are not the intended
recipient you are hereby notified that any dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please advise the sender immediately by return email, or contact our office on 0113 887 0120 and
delete this message from your system. As this message has been transmitted over a public network Johnson Mowat
cannot guarantee its accuracy or completeness. If you suspect that the message may have been intercepted or
amended, please contact the sender.

Johnson Mowat, Coronet House, Queen Street, Leeds, West Yorkshire LS1 2TW

Registered in England Nos: OC407525
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City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE ONLY:
Proposed Modifications D reterence
Consultation Response Form
10 June — 22 July 2019

This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will
consider comments at the Public Examination.

Using the form to submit your comments also means that you can register your interest in
speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C carefully before completing the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.

Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.
Any additional sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or
black ink.

Part A - Personal Details

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you must provide your
name and postal address.

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mr
First Name Mark
Last Name Johnson
Organisation Taylor Wimpey Johnson Mowat Planning Limited

(where relevant)

Representing
(if applicable)

Address — line 1 c/o Johnson Mowat Coronet House
Address — line 2 Queen Street
Address — line 3 Leeds

Address — line 4

Address — line 5

Postcode LS12TW
E-mail Address I
Telephone Number I

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at www.york.gov.uk/localplan
or you can complete the form online at www.york.gov.uk/consultations

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and new evidence, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications, the
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, the updated Habitats Regulation Assessment, and other background
documents which include a Housing Needs Assessment update and an Addendum to Topic Paper 1: The
Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you
think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and
‘Sound’. These terms are explained as you go through this form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case,
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination. Additional response forms can be collected from
the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can download it from the council’s website at
www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations.
However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to consider your comments you must
provide your name and address with your response.

Can | submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood?

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence.

The Inspectors will use their own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All
examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Consultation documents?

The Local Plan Proposed Modifications document, the Sustainability Appraisal/SEA Addendum and
Updated Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) will be available for inspection at in all of York’s libraries
and City of York Council West Offices.

All supporting documents which underpin the City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications are available
to view online at www.york.gov.uk/localplan and are also available for inspection at City of York Council
West Offices and York Explore.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part B -Your Representation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)

3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your response relate?

PM4 and all subsequent PM’s relating to the housing
Proposed Modification Reference: requirement reduction.

Document: - G L Hearn Housing Needs update
- Sustainability Appraisal Report Addendum

Page Number:

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal
(SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and
the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan

4. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes[ | No [ ]

4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to Cooperate?

Yes| | No [ ]

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ‘it for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

5. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes [ ] No X

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1): (tick all that apply)

Positively prepared [X Justified X
Effective [X Consistent with
national policy X

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

See attached Statement

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgédg3aadd486



6. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard
to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to
soundness.

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text
and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support/justify your comments and suggested modification, as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the
Inspectors, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.

See attached Statement.

Increase the housing requirement in Policy SS1 to a minimum of 1,070 dwellings per annum in line with the
Standard Method Local Housing Need calculation.

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the
Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing D Yes, | wish to appear at the
session at the examination. | would like my examination X
representation to be dealt with by written

representation

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary:

To have the opportunity to engage in the debate particularly relating to the housing requirement and housing supply,

and answer / address any questions relating to Strategic Site ST7 Stockton Lane, York.

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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Part C - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 2018 to inform the Local Plan process. We only ask for what personal information
is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy notice and we will protect it and make sure
nobody has access to it who shouldn’t. City of York Council does not pass personal data to third
parties for marketing, sales or any other commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

As part of the Local Plan process copies of representations made in response to this consultation
including your personal information must be made available for public inspection and published
on the Council’s website; they cannot be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be
available for inspection in full. Copies of all representations must also be provided to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of the submission of the City of York Local Plan.1

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2 Should you wish to be
removed from the database please contact the Forward Planning team at localplan@york.gov.uk
or on 01904 552255. Should your personal information have changed please contact us with the
correct details so that we can ensure the database is accurate and up to date. It should be noted
that the Local Planning Authority is required to retain your information during the plan making
process. The information you submit relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made
available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of the Plan.s

Retention of Information

Once the Plan is formally adopted we will contact you to ascertain whether you wish to remain on
the database so that we may contact you regarding planning policy matters including
Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans. If you don’t respond to our
emails/letters we will remove your details from the database

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 2018, you can contact the Council’s
Data Protection Officer at foi@york.gov.uk or go to the website for the Information Commissioners
Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a complaint about
how your information has been used or how long we have kept it for, please contact the Customer
Feedback Team at foi@york.gov.uk or on 01904 554145.

Date | 22" July 2019

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 This representation should be read alongside previous consultation responses submitted to the
Publication Draft Local Plan in March 2018 on behalf of Taylor Wimpey in relation to their
continued land interest at Stockton Lane, York (Site Ref ST7).

1.2 Whilst Taylor Wimpey maintain their support for the allocation of ST7 we maintain our objections

to the proposed unnecessary separation of Site ST7 from the Main Urban Area, which we

consider will make the development less rather than more sustainable.

Page | 2
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2.0

2.1

22

23

24

2.5

Housing Requirement

There are a number of Proposed Modifications which all relate to the Council’s decision to
reduce the housing requirement, which forms the basis of this consultation exercise. Our
comments relating to the housing requirement are therefore relevant to the following Proposed

Modifications:

PM3, PM4, PM5, PM20a — PM20d, PM21a — PM21d, PM22, PM44.

We object to the Council’s further reduction to the housing requirement at this late stage,
following the submission of the Local Plan. Previous comments submitted to the Publication
Draft Local Plan objected to the Council’'s choice to opt for the lowest possible housing

requirement, contrary to advice in the SHMA update at the time.

The Council’s proposed modifications attempt to justify the reduction in the housing requirement
from 867 dwellings in the Publication Draft to 790 dwellings based on the updated Housing
Needs Update evidence published by G L Hearn in January 2019. It is considered the proposed
modifications to reduce the housing requirement are unsound as they fail the ‘positively
prepared’,” justified’, and ‘consistent with National Policy’ soundness tests. We have significant
concerns with the evidence update, which uses the 2016-based population projections, despite
Government guidance requiring the continued use of the 2014-based projections, for reasons

outlined below.

The ONS published 2016-based Sub-National Population Projections (SNPP) and Sub-
National Household Projections (SNHP) have been used as the starting point by G L Hearn to
generate a number of new potential housing need scenarios. We note and support the detailed
HBF (July 2019) comments relating to the reasons behind the differences between the 2014-
based and 2016-based SNPP and SNHP, and do not repeat them here.

The concerns with the 2016-based projections have been well documented, with the resultant
reduction in the level of household growth across the Country causing concerns in how the
Government will fulfil its aspiration to increase housing delivery to 300,000 dwellings per annum
by the mid 2020’s. The Government have been clear that for the purposes of calculating
housing needs assessment under the new guidance in relation to the Standard Method, that
the 2016-based projections are not to be used. This is now reflected in revisions to PPG, which
at Paragraph 005 1D2a-005-20190220 state:

Page | 3
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26

2.7

2.8

“the 2014-based household projections are used within the standard method to provide
stability for planning authorities and communities, ensure that historic under-delivery
and declining affordability are reflected, and to be consistent with the Government’s

objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes.”

PPG goes on to state at Paragraph 015 Id 2a-015-20190220 that:

“Any method which relies on using the 2016-based household projections will not be
considered to be following the standard method... it is not considered that these

projections provide an appropriate basis for use in the standard method.”

The revisions to PPG follow on from the Governments February 2019 response to the technical
consultation on updates to NPPF and NPPG which stated:

“The changes to underlying assumptions in the population projections and
methodological improvements to the household projections had led to significant
variations in housing need at a local level, something that needs addressing in the short
term... the Government continues to think that the 2016-based household projections
should not be used as a reason to justify lower housing need. We understand
respondents’ concerns about not using the latest evidence, but for reasons set out in
the consultation document we consider the consultation proposals to be the most
appropriate approach in the short-term. We are specifying in planning guidance that
using the 2016-based household projections will not be considered to be an exceptional
circumstance that justifies identifying minimum need levels lower than those identified

by the standard method.”

We are aware that the Government guidance for the continued use of the 2014-based
projections relates to the calculating using the standard method in the updated NPPF, which
differs from the City of York Local Plan, which has been submitted and is being examined under
the transitional arrangements and against the 2012 NPPF. The housing requirement in the York
Local Plan has therefore been calculated using the Obijectively Assessed Needs identified
through a SHMA. That said, it would logically apply that the Government’s concern with the
2016-based projections would also apply to Authorities calculating housing need under the

transitional arrangements and OAN calculations.
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2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13

The City of York is the only authority in the Yorkshire region whereby housing need calculated
using the standard method results in an increased housing need compared with the current
local assessment. The first Standard Method published on 14" September 2017 resulted in an
indicative annual requirement of 1,070 dwellings for the City of York which was more in line with
the latest G L Hearn 2017 SHMA Update at the time of 953 dwellings per annum.

Calculating the Local Housing Need figure using the 2014-based household projections from
the current year over a ten year period (2019 — 2029) and adjusting using the latest affordability
ratio (published in March 2019), results in a requirement of 1,069 dwellings per annum. This
remains the same as the original standard methodology figure of 1,070 dwellings per annum,
and remains considerably higher than the Council’s reduced figure of 790 dwellings per annum.
It is clear from the latest Local Housing Need calculation that the direction of travel remains

above 1,000 dwellings per annum, yet the Council are seeking to reduce the requirement.

The implications of fixing a housing requirement via the Local Plan that is lower than justified
has significant implications for York, and will lead to the worsening of an already severe
affordability situation. Itis likely that the affordability ratio in York will continue to rise, particularly
if there is pent up demand as a result of a restricted housing requirement. Based on the direction
of travel, it is likely that the housing requirement will be increased in future reviews, therefore
continuing to restrict the housing requirement now will make it increasingly difficult to deliver a

potentially significant increase in housing requirement via future reviews.

We disagree with the Council’s interpretation of the use of the 2016 based projections as stated
in the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum (SAA). In justifying the reasons for selecting the 790
dpa figure and rejecting the alternatives, the SAA references the ONS SNPP 2016 based
projections and references a ‘marked discrepancy with the previous 2014 based figures’ (SAA
paragraph 5.3.40), which has had a significant bearing on the lower OAN in the GL Hearn
Update of 790 dpa. There is however no reference to the Government’s technical update or
NPPG which proposes in the short term the continued use of the 2014 based data for calculating

housing need via the standard method.

The SAA importantly states at paragraph 5.3.26 that:

“Given the significant positive effects identified for the 2017 SHMA recommended
alternative figure [953 dpa] against the SA objectives for housing, employment and
equality of access (with a similar performance for the remaining objectives to the
proposed preferred housing figure of 790 dpa and Publication Draft figure of 867 dpa),
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2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

the 2017 SHMA Update fiqure is considered to perform marginally better in

sustainability terms than the proposed figure.” (our emphasis).

Clearly, the Council are willing to delay the progress of the Local Plan by consulting on
Proposed Modifications to the submitted Publication Draft Local Plan which reduces the
housing requirement. Arguably, it is considered that this delay allows the opportunity to re-visit
the evidence in light of the updated NPPF and NPPG and look to amend the housing
requirement and increase the requirement based on the latest calculation of Local Housing
Need.

Taylor Wimpey are part of a consortium who have commissioned Lichfields to update their
housing need modelling work as a result of the Council’s Proposed Modifications. The Lichfields
Representations to the Local Plan Plan Proposed Modifications is included at Appendix 1. The
Lichfields July 2019 findings conclude that there are fundamental flaws in the Council’s updated
housing need assessment of 790 dwellings per annum. The Lichfields calculation, which adjusts
the demographic baseline allowing for long term trends to international migration levels; applies
a 20% market signals adjustment and a 10% affordable housing uplift results in a figure of 1,215

dwellings per annum.

Lichfields identify a further 84 dwellings per annum as required to meet the Universities’ student
growth needs, which results in a rounded OAHN of 1,300 dwellings per annum. This is
considerably higher than the Council’s updated requirement of 790 dwellings per annum and

22% higher than the Standard Methodology figure of 1,069 dwellings per annum.

It is recommended that the student housing requirement in York is considered in isolation, and
therefore removed from both the identified supply and the overall requirement and regarded as
a separate policy requirement. Currently, the City are over-relying on student housing to meet

their overall housing need.

Recommendation:

In order to make the Local Plan sound, it is recommended that the Housing Requirement in

Policy SS1 is increased to a minimum of 1,070 in line with the Standard Method Local Housing

Need calculation.

Should the Council continue to progress the Local Plan under the transitional arrangements and

seek a lower housing requirement it is recommended that upon Adoption, a review of the Local
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Plan is immediately triggered to ensure the Local Plan is updated in line with the Standard

Method and updated Framework.
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3.0

3.1

3.2

3.3

SHLAA Figure 6 Update— Detailed Housing Trajectory

Our comments to the Publication Draft Local Plan in relation to Site ST7 remain, in relation to

the size of the strategic site and its separation from the urban edge.

It is noted that Site ST7 — Land east of Metcalfe Lane includes an anticipated delivery of 35
dwellings in 2020/21 and 2021/22, increasing to 70 dwellings per annum from 2022/23 onwards.
Given the delays in the Local Plan; the reliance of the Local Plan adoption before any approval
on ST7; and the fact that an application has yet to be submitted, it is highly unrealistic to expect

delivery of dwellings next year.
We object to the undersupply of 512 dwellings being annualised over the Plan Period. The

shortfall should be annualised over first 5 years of the Plan. This affects the Associated Figures

and Tables in the Proposed Modifications document (PM20 a —d and PM21 a — d).
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Introduction

1.1 This statement is prepared on behalf of four different and separate participants who have
jointly instructed Lichfields to represent them on matters of housing need. The
participants are Taylor Wimpey, Persimmon Homes, Wakeford Properties and Bellway
Homes. Each has their own distinct interests in the City and have submitted separate
responses on other matters, but present the following shared position on housing need.

1.2 The assessment of York’s housing need in this statement forms part of the above
participant’s response to the York Local Plan [YLP] Proposed Modifications Version
(June 2019) covering Local Housing Need, housing land supply and affordable housing.
They are submitted to City of York Council [CYC] for consideration in the formulation of
its new Local Plan for the City.

1.3 In particular, two main issues are analysed:

1 Areview of CYC’s existing evidence on housing needs and establishing the scale of
need and demand for market/affordable housing in the City; and,

2 An appraisal of the housing trajectory and five-year land supply position which
underpins CYC’s Plan.

City of York Council’s Local Plan Proposed
Modifications (June 2019)

1.4 A review of the Objectively Assessed Housing Need [OAHN] was undertaken on behalf of
CYC by GL Hearn in January 2019 (The Housing Needs Update report), which
supersedes the previous SHMA Update (2017). This report advised that in light of the
latest set of 2016-based Sub-National Household Projections [SNHP] in September 2018,
York’s OAN has fallen from 867 dwellings per annum [dpa] to 790 dpa.

1.5 On the basis of this evidence, the Council considered that under the transitional
arrangements of the 2012 NPPF and the requirements of the National Planning Practice
Guidance [the Practice Guidance] in relation to the assessment of housing need, it was
justified in making minor modifications to its submitted Plan as a result of the updated
OAHN.

1.6 These modifications include an update to Figures 5.1 and 5.2 of the Plan — the housing
trajectory and figure 6 of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)
which provides the detailed housing trajectory. Policy SS1: Delivering Sustainable
Growth for York, has been modified to state that the Council will “deliver a minimum
annual provision of 790 new dwellings over the plan period to 2032/33 and post plan
period to 2037/38”.

1.7 Furthermore, paragraph 3.3 of the accompanying explanation to Policy SS1 is now revised
to state that:

“Technical work has been carried out by GL Hearn in the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment Update (2017). This work has updated the demographic baseline for York
based on the July 2016 household projections to 867 790 per annum. Following
consideration of the outcomes of this work, the Council aims to meet an objectively
assessed housing need of 867 790 new dwellings per annum for the plan period to
2032/33, including any shortfall in housing provision against this need from the period
2012 to 2017, and for the post plan period to 2037/38.”

17597946v1 P3
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1.8 Our review concludes that on the basis of the approach taken to reaching the 790 dpa
housing requirement identified within the City of York Housing Needs Update (January

2019) (“the 2019 HNU”), and prior iterations of that study, that this housing requirement

fails to meet the full OAHN, which is significantly higher than the Council has estimated.

1.9 Furthermore, we consider that the Plan would fail to make appropriate provision for
sufficient housing to sustainably deliver, in a timely manner, housing in line with the

City’s full OAHN, with further site allocations required within this Plan in order to ensure

an overall strategy that is deliverable and sufficiently flexible to respond to change.

Report Structure

1.10 The report is structed into the following sections:

. Section 2.0 —sets out the housing policy context at a national and local level;

. Section 3.0 — reviews the robustness of the Council’s evidence on housing need
within the City, and whether the Council is seeking to meet its OAHN;

. Section 4.0 — identifies a new OAHN;

. Section 5.0 — considers the integration of student housing needs;

. Section 6.0 — reviews the Council’s approach to factoring in backlog;

. Section 7.0 - provides a summary and conclusion on the City of York’s housing
need;

. Section 8.0 —reviews the Council’s housing trajectory and five-year housing land
supply position [5YHLS] which underpin the Plan’s Proposed Modifications, in
respect of realistic and reasonable lead-in times and build-out rates, including
presenting a revised trajectory; and

. Section 9.0 —provides a summary and overall conclusion on the whether the
evidence underpinning the Plan is sound, in respect of the need for both market and
affordable homes and the housing trajectory, and provides recommendations in
respect of these matters.

P4 17597946v1
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2.2

2.3

2.4
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2.6

York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications Local Plan — Representations on Housing Matters

Housing Need

Introduction

This section sets out the requirements of the Framework and the Practice Guidance in
objectively assessing housing needs. This is in the context that the Council’s Local Plan
was submitted during the transitional arrangements for the 2019 National Planning
Policy Framework [NPPF]. That said, the standard method for calculating housing need
set out in the NPPF (and set out in more detail in the revised 2019 Practice Guidance),
provides relevant context for the direction of change the Government has moved towards,
and the unwavering emphasis of seeking to substantially boost the supply of housing to
attain an overall national target of 300,000 dwellings per year.

This will provide the benchmark against which the 2019 HNA will be reviewed, to ensure
the necessary requirements are met. In addition, relevant High Court judgments have
been referenced to set out the requirements of an OAHN calculation in a legal context.

National Planning Policy Framework

The 2012 NPPF outlines that local planning authorities [LPAs] should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of their area (paragraph 14). It adds that, in
order to “boost significantly” the supply of housing, they should “use their evidence base
to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full objectively assessed needs for market and
affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies
set out in the framework...” (paragraph 47)

The NPPF (paragraph 159) specifies the evidence required to objectively define housing
needs within an area, setting out that LPAs should:

"Prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess their full housing needs...
identify the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local population
is likely to need over the plan period which:

«  Meets household and population projections, taking account of migration and
demographic change;

. Addresses the needs for all types of housing, including affordable housing...; and

Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet this
demand.”

2019 NPPF

The Revised Framework was published in February 2018. It has an unequivocal emphasis
on housing, with the introduction to the 2018 consultation proposals clarifying that the
country needs radical, lasting reform that will allow more homes to be built, with the
intention of reaching 300,000 net additional homes a year.

The 2019 NPPF states that to support the Government’s objective of “significantly
boosting the supply of homes”, it is important that a sufficient amount and variety of land
can come forward where it is needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing
requirements are addressed and that land with permission is developed without
unnecessary delay [859].
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In particular:

“To determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be
informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method
in national planning guidance — unless exceptional circumstances justify an
alternative approach which also reflects current and future demographic trends
and market signals. In addition to the local housing need figure, any needs that
cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in
establishing the amount of housing to be planned for”. [§60]

The revision also makes clear that when identifying the housing need, policies should also
break the need down by size, type and tenure of homes required for different groups in
the community (including, but not limited to, those who require affordable housing,
families with children, older people, students, people with disabilities, service families,
travellers, people who rent their homes and people wishing to commission or build their
own homes) [§61].

Paragraphs 67 - 76 also set out how Councils should identify and maintain a five-year
supply of housing against their housing requirement.

In terms of the weight that can be attached to this key policy document, it is accepted that
paragraph 214 to Annex 1 of the NPPF states that the policies in the previous Framework
will apply for the purposes of examining plans, where those plans were submitted on or
before the 24t January 2019.

However, the 2019 NPPF remains a useful indicator of the direction of travel, not least
with the approach to be taken to defining housing need, which has already been the
subject of an earlier consultation (‘Planning for the right homes in the right places’,
September 2017), to which MHCLG published a summary of consultation responses and
its view on the way forward in March 2018.

Planning Practice Guidance

The Planning Practice Guidance [PPG] contains a section providing guidance on housing
and economic development needs assessments. It identifies that whilst there is no one
methodological approach, an OAHN should fulfil the following criteria:

. be proportionate and not consider purely hypothetical future scenarios, only future
scenarios that could be reasonably expected to occur (ID: 2a-003);

be based on facts and unbiased evidence. Constraints should not be applied to the
overall assessment of need (ID: 2a-004);

. utilise household projections published by the Department for Communities and
Local Government as the starting point estimate of overall housing need (ID: 2a-015);

consider sensitivity testing, specific to local circumstances, based on alternative
assumptions in relation to the underlying demographic projections and household
formation rates (ID: 2a-017); and

. take account of employment trends (ID: 2a-018), appropriate market signals
including market indicators of the balance between the demand for and supply of
dwellings (ID: 2a-019) and affordable housing needs (ID: 2a-029).

2019 Planning Practice Guidance

Following on from the revisions to the Framework, on 13t September 2018 MHCLG
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published its revised PPG on Housing and economic land availability assessment covering
changes to the 5YHLS approach, whilst on 20th March 2019 MHCLG updated its Housing
and economic needs assessment to factor in the calculation of Local Housing Need via the
standard methodology.

Regarding housing delivery, the PPG sets out how local authorities should identify and
maintain a 5-year supply of specific deliverable sites, bringing the Guidance into line with
recent Ministerial statements and High Court Judgements. In particular, it clarifies that
along with older peoples’ housing, all student accommodation can be included towards
the housing requirement, based on the amount of accommodation it releases in the
housing market.

Furthermore, LPAs should deal with deficits or shortfalls against planned requirements
within the first 5 years of the plan period (i.e. the ‘Sedgefield’ approach to backlog).

In terms of the Local Housing Need [LHN] assessment, this takes forward the approach
set out in CLG’s September 2017 consultation on “Planning for the right homes in the
Right Places”. The new approach to a standard method for calculating local housing
need, including transitional arrangements, is set out and as before, consists of three
components.

This uses a formula to identify the minimum number of homes expected to be planned
for, in a way which addresses projected household growth and historic under-supplyl.
This takes an average of the household projections over a 10-year period and adjusts them
based on the affordability of the area. A cap may be applied which limits the increase,
depending on the current status of relevant policies for housing.

The PPG states that:

“The 2014-based household projections are used within the standard method to provide
stability for planning authorities and communities, ensure that historic under-delivery
and declining affordability are reflected, and to be consistent with the Government’s
objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes.?”

If an authority uses a different method for calculating housing need the PPG sets out how
this should be tested at examination:

“Where a strategic policy-making authority can show that an alternative approach
identifies a need higher than using the standard method, and that it adequately reflects
current and future demographic trends and market signals, the approach can be
considered sound as it will have exceeded the minimum starting point.”

“Where an alternative approach results in a lower housing need figure than that
identified using the standard method, the strategic policy-making authority will need to
demonstrate, using robust evidence, that the figure is based on realistic assumptions of
demographic growth and that there are exceptional local circumstances that justify
deviating from the standard method. This will be tested at examination.™

The various stages are set out in Figure 1.

! 2a-002-20190220 [CD/021]
22a-002-20190220
32a-015-20190220[CD/021]
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Figure 1 Methodology for determination of LHN

Source: Lichfields

221 Applying this revised approach to the standard methodology would result in a LHN figure
of 1,069 dpa for the City of York. This represents the minimum number of homes
needed per year as set out in paragraph 60 of the revised Framework (February 2019).

222 This is calculated using the 2014-based household projections for 2019-2029, which
equates to household growth of 820 per annum (8,198 over the 10-year period), plus a
market signals uplift of 30.4%. This latter figure has been generated as follows, based on
the most recent (April 2019) affordability ratio data for the City of York:

Median local workplace-based affordability ratio (2019) = 8.86
. deduct4=4.86

divide by 4 =1.215
. multiply by 0.25 = 0.304 (30.4%).

2.23 No cap is applied as the capped figure is greater than the minimum LHN figure.

Relevant Caselaw

2.24 There have been several key legal judgments which provide clarity on interpreting the
NPPF and PPG in terms of how to address the issue of affordable housing need in the
context of arriving at a concluded figure for OAHN:

1 ‘Satham Millennium Limited and Warrington Borough Council [2015] EWHC 370’
referred to as “Satnam”;

2 ‘Kings Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council v Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government [2015] EWHC 2464’ referred to as “Kings Lynn”;

3 ‘Barker Mill Estates Trustees v Test Valley BC & Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government [2016] EWHC 3028 (Admin)’ referred to as “Barker Mill”;
and
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4 ‘Jelson Ltd. v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, Hinckley
and Bosworth Borough Council [2018] EWCA Civ 24’ referred to as “Hinckley and
Bosworth”.

Satnam

2.25 Satnam highlights the importance of considering affordable housing needs as part of —
and not separate to — concluding on OAHN. The decision found that the adopted OAHN
figure within the Warrington Local Plan was not in compliance with policy in respect of
affordable housing because (as set out in paragraph 43) the assessed need for affordable
housing was never expressed or included as part of OAHN. The judgment found that the
“proper exercise” had not been undertaken, namely:

“(a) having identified the OAHN for affordable housing, that should then be
considered in the context of its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed
market/affordable housing development; an increase in the total housing figures
included in the local plan should be considered where it could help deliver the
required number of affordable homes;

(b) the Local Plan should then meet the OAHN for affordable housing, subject only
to the constraints referred to in NPPF, paragraphs 14 and 47.”

2.26 In summary, this judgment establishes that OAHN has to include an assessment of full
affordable housing needs and is not a ‘policy-on’ judgement in determining the housing
requirement.

Kings Lynn

2.27 Kings Lynn helps establish how full affordable housing needs should be addressed as part
of an OAHN calculation. The judgment identifies that it is the function of a SHMA to
address the needs for all types of housing including affordable, but not specifically to meet
all these needs in full.

2.28 The relevant passage on this is to be found in paragraphs 35 to 36 of the judgment:

“At the second stage described by the second sub-bullet point in paragraph 159, the
needs for types and tenures of housing should be addressed. That includes the
assessment of the need for affordable housing as well as different forms of housing
required to meet the needs of all parts of the community. Again, the PPG provides
guidance as to how this stage of the assessment should be conducted, including in
some detail how the gross unmet need for affordable housing should be calculated.
The Framework makes clear these needs should be addressed in determining the
FOAHN, but neither the Framework nor the PPG suggest that they have to be met in
full when determining that FOAHN. This is no doubt because in practice very often
the calculation of unmet affordable housing need will produce a figure which the
planning authority has little or no prospect of delivering in practice. That is because
the vast majority of delivery will occur as a proportion of open-market schemes and
is therefore dependent for its delivery upon market housing being developed. It is no
doubt for this reason that the PPG observes at paragraph ID 2a-208-20140306 as
follows:

‘The total affordable housing need should then be considered in the context of its
likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market and affordable housing
developments, given the probable percentage of affordable housing to be delivered
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by market housing led developments. An increase in total housing figures included
in the local plan should be considered where it could help deliver the required
number of affordable homes.’

This consideration of an increase to help deliver the required number of affordable
homes, rather than an instruction that the requirement be met in total, is consistent
with the policy in paragraph 159 of the Framework requiring that the SHMA
"addresses" these needs in determining the FOAHN. They should have an important
influence increasing the derived FOAHN since they are significant factors in

providing for housing needs within an area.” (Lichfields’ emphasis)

2.29 The judgment is clear that the correct method for considering the amount of housing
required to meet full affordable housing needs is to consider the quantum of market
housing needed to deliver full affordable housing needs (at a given percentage). However,
as the judgment sets out, this can lead to an OAHN figure which is so large that an LPA
would have “little or no prospect of delivering [it] in practice”. Therefore, it is clear from
Kings Lynn that although it may not be reasonable and therefore should not be expected
that the OAHN will include affordable housing needs in full, an uplift or similar
consideration of how affordable needs can be ‘addressed’ is necessary as part of the
OAHN calculation. This reflects paragraph 159 of the NPPF.

Barker Mill

2.30 The Barker Mill High Court judgment considered uplifts to OAHN to address affordable
housing need in the context of a challenge to a Local Plan. The judgment, in the context of
a Local Plan process, placed consideration of an uplift for affordable housing into the
second of a two-stage process, the first being calculation of OAHN and the second being a
‘policy-on’ adjustment (i.e. one that is made through the Local Plan process and thus not
part of the OAHN). There is a tension between the findings in this judgment and Kings

Lynn.

Hinckley and Bosworth

231 This judgment is relevant in the context of the findings of the above Barker Mill
judgment. In short, in considering the refusal of planning permission for housing, the
Inspector in this case, as a matter of planning judgment, accepted the need for affordable
housing to make up a necessary component of OAHN for housing in the council's area, or
in the context of the Barker Mill judgment, as part of the first stage calculation of OAHN.

“This case is not analogous to Hunston Properties Ltd. and Gallagher Estates Ltd.,
where the decision-maker had adopted a level of housing need constrained by policy
considerations — so called "policy-on" factors, as they were referred to in Gallagher
Estates Ltd.. As Mr Phillpot and Ms Osmund-Smith submitted, the figure of 450
dwellings per annum identified by the inspector as the upper end of her range was
not, in fact, a "constrained" figure. In her view, as a matter of planning judgment, it
sufficiently embraced the need for affordable housing as a necessary component of
the "full, objectively assessed needs" for housing in the council's area. It was the
result not of a policy-driven subtraction from the figure of 375 dwellings per annum
at the lower end of her range — the figure based on "demographic-led household
projections” — but of an appropriate addition to that figure to ensure that the need
for affordable housing was not omitted or understated. As the inspector clearly
appreciated, a simple addition of the figures of 375 dwellings per annum in the
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column headed "Demographic-Led Household Projections to 2031" in Table 84 of
the SHMA and 248 dwellings per annum in the column headed "Affordable Housing
Need per Annum" would have been inappropriate. That would have been, to some
degree, double-counting. Planning judgment was required in gauging a suitable
uplift to take account of the need for affordable housing, without either
understating or overstating that need. The inspector grasped that. She exercised her
planning judgment accordingly, doing the best she could on the evidence before
her.” (para 36).

2.32 Itis also worth noting in this regard that this judgment makes the following comment
regarding the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) Technical Advice Note which is sometimes
cited at Local Plan Examinations as a reason for excluding affordable housing as a policy-
off in terms of OAHN:

“This is not an official document and the relevant paragraphs cited do appear not to
be consistent with case law... It would, of course, have been better had the Inspector
either not referred to the Advice at all or recognised that it was (at least arguably)
inconsistent with case law.”

Housing Need Local Policy Context

2.33 Before setting out a critique of CYC’s housing OAHN evidence base, it is important to
recognise that the Council has never had an adopted Local Plan for the City (under the
1971 Act, the 1990 Act or the 2004 Act) and progress on the current Local Plan has been,
it is not unfair to say, glacial.

2.34 The development plan for York comprises two policies# and the Key Diagram of the
partially revoked Yorkshire and Humber Regional Strategy (2008) [YHRS]. There is no
adopted Local Plan for York that forms part of the development plan. Instead, there is a
long history of failed attempts to produce an adopted Local Plan.

2.35 The Council published the ‘York Local Plan - Preferred Options’ document for
consultation in summer 2013, followed by a ‘Further Sites’ consultation for six weeks in
summer 2014, which included potential new sites and changes to the boundaries of some
of the sites originally identified. Following these consultations, a 'Publication Draft Local
Plan and Proposals Map' was considered by the Local Plan Working Group [LPWG] and
by Cabinet in September 20145. With the intention of progressing a Framework
compliant Local Plan, the Cabinet resolved to carry through the LPWG’s
recommendations and approve the Local Plan Publication Draft for public consultation,
subject to amendments circulated at the Cabinet meeting and to instruct officers to report
back following the consultation with a recommendation on whether it would be
appropriate to submit the Publication Draft for public examination.

2.36 However, at the Full Council on 9th October 20146 a resolution was made to halt the
public consultation on the Local Plan Publication Draft in order to reassess objectively
assessed housing requirements. The resolution also instructed officers to produce a
report on the housing trajectory to be brought back to the next meeting of the LPWG in
November 2014 along with the relevant background reports. The intention was for the

4 Both relating to Green Belt, requiring its inner boundaries to be defined in a plan and confirming that the general extent
is about 6 miles out from the City centre

5 Cabinet Meeting Thursday 25 September 2014 - Minutes

6 Resolutions and proceedings of the Meeting of the City of York Council held in Guildhall, York on Thursday, 9th October
2014
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report to allow the LPWG to agree an accurate analysis of the housing trajectory that is
objective, evidence based and deliverable. The analysis was to be used to “inform housing
allocations and a new proposed Local Plan to be brought back to the next LPWG for
discussion and recommendation to Cabinet in November.”

2.37 The Council published the following ‘further work’ on the Local Plan relating to housing
needs after the Full Council resolution to halt the Publication Draft Local Plan in 2014:

1 In December 2014, the LPWG considered a report on ‘Housing Requirements in
York’which was based on two background documents produced by Arup?. The
report set out four different housing requirement figures that were considered sound
against the evidence base and three options for progressing the work on housing
requirements. The LPWG members agreed a housing requirement figure of 926dpas;

2 In September 2015 the LPWG considered an update on the ‘Objective Assessment of
Housing Need’ [OAHN] report produced by Arup® and a report on ‘Economic
Growth™. The Arup report concluded that the housing ‘requirement’ should be in
the range of 817 dwellings per annum [dpa] to 854dpa between 2012 and 2031. The
LPWG'’s recommendations were that the Executive Committee note the Arup OAHN
report and endorse further work, including an evaluation of any spatial and delivery
implications, on two scenarios for economic growth that would be reported back to
the LPWG in due course;

3 In Autumn 2015 the Council commissioned GL Hearn jointly with Ryedale,
Hambleton and the North York Moors National Park Authority to undertake a
Strategic Housing Market assessment [SHMA]!. This study aimed to provide a clear
understanding of housing needs in the City of York area. The SHMA was published
as part of a suite of documents for the LPWG meeting on 27t June 2016. It
concluded that the OAHN for the City of York was in the order of 841dpa.

4 On the 25t May 2016 ONS published a new set of (2014-based) sub national
population projections [SNPP]. These projections were published too late in the
SHMA process to be incorporated into the main document. However, in June 2016
GL Hearn produced an Addendum?2 to the main SHMA report which briefly reviewed
key aspects of the projections and concluded that the latest (higher) SNPP suggested
a need for some 898dpa between 2012 and 2032. However due to concerns over the
historic growth within the student population, the Addendum settled on a wider
OAHN range of 706dpa - 898dpa, and therefore the Council considered that it did
not need to move away from the previous 841dpa figure.

5 DCLG published updated 2014-based sub-national household projections [SNHP] in
July 2016. GL Hearn was asked by City of York Council to update the SHMA to take
account of these new figures and to assess the representations received through the
Preferred Sites Consultation [PSC] relating to OAN. The GL Hearn SHMA
Addendum Update (May 2017) subsequently updated the demographic starting point
for York based on these latest household projections. The 2014-based SNHP
increases the demographic starting point from 783 dpa (in the 2016 SHMA) to 867
dpa. Intheir Update, GL Hearn then applied a 10% uplift to the 867 dpa starting
point to account for market signals and affordable housing need and identifies a

7 Assessment of the Evidence on Housing Requirements in York (Arup, May 2013) & Housing Requirements in York:
Evidence on Housing Requirements in York: 2014 Update (Arup, September 2014)

8 Local Plan Working Group 17 December 2014 - Minutes

° Evidence on Housing Requirements in York: 2015 Update — Arup (August 2015)

10York Economic Forecasts — Oxford Economics (May 2015)

1GL Hearn (June 2016): City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment

12GL Hearn (June 2016): City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment - Addendum
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resultant housing need of 953 dpa. However, a cover sheet to GL Hearn'’s Update,
entitled ‘Introduction and Context to objective Assessment of Housing Need’ was
inserted at the front of this document by the Council. This states that 867 dpa is the
relevant baseline demographic figure for the 15-year period of the plan (2032/33).
The Council rejected the 953 dpa figure on the basis that GL Hearn’s conclusions
stating:

“...Hearn’s conclusions were speculative and arbitrary, rely too heavily on
recent short-term unrepresentative trends and attach little or no weight to the
special character and setting of York and other environmental considerations.

»

2.38 As a result of this approach, the February 2018 City of York Publication Draft stated in
Policy SS1: Delivering Sustainable Growth for York, the intention to:

“Deliver a minimum annual provision of 867 new dwellings over the plan
period to 2032/33 and post plan period to 2037/38.”

2.39 The supporting text to this policy makes no mention of the 953 dpa OAHN figure, but
instead claims that 867 dpa is “an objectively assessed housing need” [§3.3].

2.40 To bring this up to date, and as set out above, the Council has now revised the OAHN
down even further in light of GL Hearn’s January 2019 HNA, which (based on the latest
2016-based SNHP) recommends a housing need figure of 790 dpa.

2.41 Lichfields has submitted representations on behalf of housebuilders to the various stages
of the York Local Plan formulation as and when the OAHN has been updated over the
past 3 years. Our most recent representation, made on behalf of a consortium of
housebuilders in March 2018, concluded that the OAHN should be increased to 1,150 dpa
based on the 2014-based SNHP, with accelerated headship rates, a market signals uplift
of 20% and a further 10% uplift to address a critical shortfall of affordable housing.

2.42 The remainder of this section provides an overview of the findings of the latest 2019
HNU.

Overview of the City of York HNU

2.43 The stated purpose of GL Hearn’s Housing Needs Update [HNU] is to review the housing
need in York taking into account of the latest demographic information. In particular, it
reviews the impact of the 2016-based SNPP, equivalent 2016-based SNHP, and the 2017
Mid-Year Estimates. The analysis models housing need from 2012-37 to be consistent
with the Local Plan, although because there is a known population for 2017 the data up to
this point is fixed.

2.44 The HNU also reviews the latest evidence on market signals within the City. The report
states that this is not a full trend-based analysis but rather a snapshot of the latest
evidence to be read in conjunction with the full SHMA document. As such, the report
does not revisit the affordable housing need for the City, nor does it update analysis on
the mix of housing required or the needs for specific groups.

2.45 The report [Table 2] finds that over the 2016-39 period, the 2016-based SNPP projects an
increase in population of around 17,622 people (8.5%) in York. This is significantly lower
than the 2014-based SNPP (29,622), which represents a huge difference of 12,000
residents.

2.46 The reason for this is considered by GL Hearn to be a combination of 3 factors that are
reflected in the 2016 National Population Projections — a substantial fall in (net)
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international migration; a fall in fertility rates; and a reduction in the life expectancy of
the so-called ‘golden cohort’ born between 1923 and 1938.

2.47 GL Hearn concludes that “given the more recent trend of falling rates the 2016 based
projections loos to reflect this to a greater extent than the 2014-based projections which
show an immediate and significant improvement which is not founded on the most
recent trends” [paragraph 2.7].

2.48 The analysis models a range of demographic scenarios, including 2017 MYE population
data and 10-year migration trends. The growth in population ranges from just 24,036
under the latest 2016-based SNPP between 2012 and 2037, to 36,348 using the 2014-
based SNPP. The 10-year migration scenario sites within this range, at +26,078.

2.49 GL Hearn examines the household formation rates that underpin the latest round of
2016-based household projections. They highlight the fact that concerns have been raised
regarding their robustness:

“The criticism mostly stems from the fact that the new projections do not have the ability
to meet the Government’s housing target of 300,000 homes per annum once the
standard methodology is applied to them.” [paragraph 2.18]

2.50 GL Hearn notes that by focussing on shorter term trends ONS have effectively ‘locked in’
deteriorations in affordability and subsequently household formation rates particularly
within younger age groups in that time.

2.51 The analysis [§2.28] finds that by applying the headship rates within the 2014-based
SNHP the level of housing need would be 629 dpa, incorporating a 3% allowance for
vacancy/second homes — this is ¢.30% higher than the figure (484 dpa) derived in the
HNU for the main demographic-based projection. The part return to previous household
formation trends for younger age cohorts (linking to the 2014-based SNHP) increases this
still further, to 679 dpa.

Table 1 Projected Household Growth 2012-32 - Range of demographic based scenarios

Change in households Dwellings (per annum)
2016-based SNHP HRRs 11,744 484
2014-based SNHP HRRs 15,256 629
Part Return to trend 16,492 679

Source: GL Hearn (January 2019): City of York Housing Need Update, Table 6

2.52 Moving on, GL Hearn models a series of economic growth forecasts, settling on 650 jobs
per annum as this is considered to align with the ELR Update. In this regard, they
conclude that the level of housing associated with the economic growth projections in the
ELR Update (September 2017) which project growth of 650 jobs annually between 2014-
31. Using the OBR economic activity rates and keeping unemployment rates, double
jobbing and commuting ratios constant, this equates to a need for 590 dpa based on the
2016-based HRRs, rising to 735 dpa using the 2014-based HRRs and up to 790 dpa
using part-return to trend HRRs.

Market Signals

2.53 With regard to market signals, the HNU notes that

. Lower quartile house prices in York exceed that of England by £30,000 despite
having a similar overall median house price. “Relatively higher values within a
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lower quartile housing range suggests that those with lower incomes (such as first-
time buyers) feel greater housing pressure and are less likely to be able to afford a
property” [paragraph 4.2].

. The gap of median house price growth between York and North Yorkshire has
widened from 10 years ago. Since 2008 the rate of change for York has been 1.25,
similar to the national growth of 1.3 [4.10].

. Median rental values in York are £745, £70 higher than the rest of England and £220
higher than Yorkshire and the Humber region [4.13]. LQ rental price growth has
increased by 14% over the past 5 years, compared to 11% nationally [4.14];

. “The data demonstrated that rental housing has overall become more unaffordable
in the past 5 years, but increasingly so amongst lower-value properties. This could
be linked to a lack of affordability in the purchase market forcing a greater level of
competition for rental properties” [4.15];

. York has a median affordability ratio of 8.62 and a 5-year rate of change equal to 1.88,
compared to 5.90 for Yorkshire and the Humber (0.55 change) and 7.91 (1.14 change)
for England [Table 12]. Affordability at a lower quartile [LQ] level is lower (at 7.26)
and is below the national rate of 9.11, although it is still much higher than the regional
rate of just 5.73;

. “The affordability statistics and the market signals reveal that as a whole, York is
becoming increasingly more unaffordable and that a market signals adjustment in
the City is necessitated” [4.19].

. An uplift of 15% is considered reasonable by GL Hearn. This is higher than the 10%
previously recommended in the September 2017 SHMA Update. “Such an uplift
applied to the demographic starting point (484 dpa) would arrive at an OAN of 557
dpa...This is some way short of both the adjusted demographic growth and the
economic growth. Therefore the OAN should remain as 790 dpa in order to achieve
both improvements to household formation and meet economic growth. This
equates to an increase of 63% from the start point.” [4.34-4.35]

2.54 Regarding affordable housing need, this has not been reassessed in the HNU. It notes
that the previous SHMA identified a net affordable housing need of 573 dpa:

“The affordable housing evidence suggests that a modest uplift to the demographic-
based need figure to improve delivery of affordable housing in the City may be justified.”
[4.21]

2.55 However, GL Hearn then reviews a number of High Court judgements and Local Plan
Inspectors reports (including the Cornwall Local Plan Inspector’s preliminary findings)
and concludes that “the expectation is that it may be necessary, based on the affordable
needs evidence to consider an adjustment to enhance the delivery of affordable housing,
but that does not need to be done in a mechanical way’ whereby the affordable need on
its own drives the OAN” [4.28]. No further uplift is made.

2.56 The HNU concludes that the 2016-based SNPP provide a more robust assessment of
population growth for York than their predecessor, which is “ratified by more recent
population estimates” [5.2]. Uplifting the 2016-based SNPP to meet an economic growth
of 650 jobs per annum and adjusting household formation rates equates to a need for 790
dpa, which GL Hearn considers to be the OAHN on the grounds that this “would be
sufficient to respond to market signals, including affordability adjustments, as well as
making a significant contribution to affordable housing needs”. [5.11]
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Critique of the SHMA Update

Introduction

The Companies represented by Lichfields have serious concerns and wish to raise strong
objections to the way in which the Council has chosen to identify an OAHN of 790 dpa
(reducing this down from the already unsatisfactory 867 dpa) and the subsequent
identification of this need as the housing requirement in the Policy SS1 of the Modified
LPP.

This section provides a critique of GL Hearn’s City of York Housing Needs Update [HNU].

Starting Point and Demographic-led Needs

Population Change

The Practice Guidance®? sets out that in assessing demographic-led housing needs, the
latest CLG Household Projections form the overall starting point for the estimate of
housing need, but these may require adjustments to reflect future changes and local
demographic factors which are not captured within the projections, given projections are
trend based. In addition, it states that account should also be taken of ONS’ latest Mid-
Year Estimates [MYEs]4.

This previous guidance has of course been amended in the revised Practice Guidance,
published in March 2019, which now formalises the standard methodology to calculate
Local Housing Need. This is founded on the previous 2014-based SNHP rather than the
more recent 2016-based equivalents as they “provide stability for planning authorities
and communities, ensure that historic under-delivery and declining affordability are
reflected, and to be consistent with the Government’s objective of significantly boosting
the supply of homes”s.

GL Hearn accepts in paragraph 2.18 of its HNU that the 2016-based projections do not
have the ability to meet the Government’s housing target of 300,000 homes per annum.
In the Government’s Technical Consultation on updates to national planning policy and
guidance (October 2018), the Government clarified that the 2016-based projections are
not a justification for lower housing need, because:

“1 Basing the assessment of local housing need on 2016-based household projections,
would either not support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply
of homes (if other variables were unchanged) or produce major distributional changes
that would produce instability for local planning authorities in general (if other
variables were changed to produce an aggregate consistent with other estimates)...

2 Although the Government generally recommends the use of the latest data in
producing assessments of housing need, in this case there have been substantial changes
in the method for producing the projections that have resulted in major changes in the
distribution of households nationally, and the Government would like to see the new
method settling down before making a decision on whether this data provides the best
basis for planning” [paragraph 27]

13 Practice Guidance - ID 2a-015-20140306
14 Practice Guidance - ID 2a-017-20140306
15 Practice Guidance - ID: 2a-005-20190220
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3.6 These recommendations were subsequently taken forward into the revised NPPF and
Practice Guidance following the consultation:

“Where an alternative approach results in a lower housing need figure than that
identified using the standard method, the strategic policy-making authority will
need to demonstrate, using robust evidence, that the figure is based on realistic
assumptions of demographic growth and that there are exceptional local
circumstances that justify deviating from the standard method. This will be tested
at examination.

Any method which relies on using the 2016-based household projections will not be
considered to be following the standard method as set out in paragraph 60 of the
NPPF. As explained abouve, it is not considered that these projections provide an
appropriate basis for use in the standard method™.

37 We acknowledge that the City of York Local Plan was submitted to the Secretary of State
for Examination before 26t January 2019 and therefore should be examined under the
transitional arrangements (i.e. the 2012 NPPF and 2014 Practice Guidance). For this
reason, the LHN calculated by the standard method would not apply.

3.8 Furthermore, we accept that in accordance with the 2014 version of the Practice
Guidance, GL Hearn is correct to at least model the 2016-based SNPP/SNHP; that does
not necessarily mean it is right to use the much lower projections to directly inform the
OAHN without making reasonable adjustments, particularly in light of the Government’s
clearly stated objective to build more homes consistent with the 300,000 target by the
mid-2020s, not to use potentially flawed projections to provide even fewer homes:

“Population changes are only one aspect of the driver for housing supply. Rising
incomes, changing social preferences and factors such as real interest rates and
credit availability contribute to demand for housing. In summary, the
Government’s judgment is that these factors combine to indicate that there is no
need to change its aspirations for increasing housing supply. This is consistent with
the argument in the housing White Paper that the ambition of delivering more
homes should be about both keeping pace with population growth and looking to
address worsening affordability through tackling the previous undersupply of
homes.™

3.9 The 2016-based SNHP/SNPP should be sensitivity tested, based on alternative
assumptions around underlying demographic projections, based on established sources of
robust evidence:

“The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions. However, plan makers may consider sensitivity testing, specific to
their local circumstances, based on alternative assumptions in relation to the
underlying demographic projections and household formation rates. Account
should also be taken of the most recent demographic evidence including the latest
Office for National Statistics population estimates.

Any local changes would need to be clearly explained and justified on the basis of
established sources of robust evidence.

16 Practice Guidance - ID: 2a-015-20190220
17 MHCLG (October 2018): Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance, paragraph 12
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Issues will vary across areas but might include:

. migration levels that may be affected by changes in employment growth or a
one off event such as a large employer moving in or out of an area or a large
housing development such as an urban extension in the last 5 years

. demographic structure that may be affected by local circumstances or policies
e.g. expansion in education or facilities for older people.”s

This is explored in more detail below.

The use of longer-term trends

The PPG is clear that household projections are the starting point for overall housing
need and that these are nationally consistent and statistically robust®. It goes on to state
that plan-makers may consider sensitivity testing based on local circumstances, but that
this must be based on established sources of robust evidence». Some of circumstances it
cites includes migration levels which are affected by changes in employment, such as a
large employer moving to the area or urban extension, or where demographic structures
are affected by policies related to specific groups, e.g. expansion in education facilities or
facilities for older people.

The use of short-term trends means recent changes in trends are picked up more quickly,
although if recent trends are not representative of the longer term ‘norm’ they may over
or under estimate future need (hence ID 2a-017). Whilst longer term periods can allow
unusual trends to be ironed out, they may fail to pick up recent changes and therefore
may also over or under-estimate future need. Despite these advantages and
disadvantages, it is set out within Government guidance that the official projections —i.e.
short-term trends — should provide the starting point for housing needs assessment.

The question therefore is whether, in York, there are any “specific local circumstances”
(e.g. movement of major employers, higher education expansion, etc, as cited in ID 2a-
017) in recent years which mean that it is not appropriate to use the official 2016-based
SNPP and that a longer-term trend is more appropriate. The HNU does not even attempt
to speculate about any such events occurring in York, instead concluding that the
projections “provide a more robust assessment of population growth for York than their
predecessor” [paragraph 5.2], and that this has been ratified by more recent population
estimates.

GL Hearn has referred to the Cornwall Local Plan Inquiry (paragraph 4.27) when
discussing affordable housing needs. It is therefore relevant to note that the use of long-
term trends was accepted at the Cornwall Local Plan by the Inspector in 2015. That
Inspector preferred long term trends specifically over the 2008-12 period (i.e. the 2012-
based projection base period) and noted that this was to “even out the likely effect of the
recent recession on migration” (see SHMA para 3.41).

We can ascertain whether there have been any unusual or one-off circumstances in the
City of York specifically which warrant the use of long-term trends over short term trends
by looking at historic completions and migration data (an exercise only partially
undertaken in the HNU).

18 Practice Guidance - ID: 2a-017-20140306
19 Practice Guidance - ID: 2a-015-20190220
20 practice Guidance - ID: 2a-017-20190220
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Housing completions

3.16 Figure 2 show completions in the City of York back to 2001/02, along with the 10-year
averages. It shows that in the 7 years up to the recession (2007/08), average completions
were 820 per annum. Since then completions have been rapidly falling, with the average
declining to just 461 dpa for the 10 years to 2017/18.

3.17 In the base period for the 2012-based projections, completions were slightly higher, at
481 dpa. The 2014-based projections are even lower, at 315 dpa. However, the most
recent 2016-based projections draw upon a period where average completions were lower
than any of the comparator time periods, of just 284 dpa, picking up the steady decline of
housebuilding in York that fell to a pitiful 69 dwellings in 2013/14. The 2016-based SNPP
does not draw upon data for the past two years, which have averaged 837 dpa, including
an impressive 1,296 dwellings in 2017/18. This suggests that housebuilding is recovering
to levels that were consistently seen in the boom years prior to the recession.

3.18 Based on housebuilding levels, in light of the very large differences seen in each period, it
is clear that the 2016-based SNPP is based on a time period when the level of
housebuilding might reasonably be said to be at an unusually low level, which could
suggest that there is justification to make suitable adjustments.

3.19 Overall the trends suggest that since the recession, there has been a gradual, steady
decrease in levels of housebuilding in York, although this has started to be corrected from
2015/16 onwards. The figures suggest that over the time period that the 2016-based
SNPP relies upon, there have been years in which housebuilding has been unusually low
(2012/13 and 2013/14 in particular), which suggests that at the very least an adjustment
should be considered to the official projections inappropriate. It is notable that no similar
analysis is presented in the HNU.

Figure 2 Historic completions in the City of York - 2001/02 to 2017/18

Source: MHCLG Table 122: Net Additional Dwellings by Local Authority District
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3.20 Whilst the link between housing completions and population growth is complex, it is
worth noting that the latest 2018 Mid-Year population estimates suggest that the City of
York’s grew by 1,730 residents, in the year in which 1,296 new dwellings were completed.

International Migration

3.21 Another way to consider whether the City of York has seen any ‘unusual’ or one-off events
which mean longer term trends are more appropriate is to look at migration. Figure 3
shows historic levels of net international migration to the City of York. Itis similar to GL
Hearn’s Figure 4 in the HNU, but it includes more up-to-date data relating to the 2018
Mid-Year Population Estimates.

3.22 Overall the international migration figures suggest net migration rose after the recession,
at a time when housebuilding was falling. Net migration peaked in 2003/04 and fell to
just 127 in 2005/06. However, since that time, net migration has fluctuated between
¢.750 and 1,660 annually.

Figure 3 Historic Net International migration to the City of York, 2001/02 to 2017/18 and Future Projections

Source: ONS

3.23 In particular, it is clear that the 2016-based SNPP net international migration figures look
anomalous compared to past trends. From 2022/23 onwards, this is adjusted down to
587 annually, a figure that is far lower than any net international migration figure for the
past 17 years with the exception of 2005/06. In contrast, the 10-year trend equates to
1,143 annually (almost double the 2016-based SNPP), whilst the 5-year trend is almost as
high, at 1,096. As can be seen in the Figure, the 2014-based SNPP net international
migration figure sits neatly between these trends, at 1,125.

3.24 The HNU argues (in paragraph 2.11) that there is a close alignment between the 2016-
based SNPP and the recorded MYE for 2016/17, which there is; however, for 2017/18 the
2016-based SNPP recorded a net international migration figure of just 774, when 1,505
were actually recorded in the 2018 MYE — almost double.

3.25 In terms of what may be causing this discrepancy, it is worth noting that the emerging
Local Plan recognises that York has a large proportion of higher education students which
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is set to following the expansion of the University of York and as other establishments
continue to provide modern education facilities to accommodate growing student
numbers [paragraph 1.48]. In particular, York St John University has experienced rapid
student growth in recent years:

“The University currently has 6,500 students (FTEs) and employs 750 staff. The
increase in student numbers of the last 10 years is circa 93% and it is anticipated
that the total will increase to 8,000 by 2018.” [1.60]

3.26 It is possible that a significant proportion of these students have come from abroad,
helping to boost the projections, and that this is forecast to continue for the foreseeable
future.

Summary
3.27 ONS'’s 2016-based SNPP now assumes lower fertility rates, lesser improvements in life

expectancy (i.e. higher death rates) and lower net international migration across the
country, and York is no exception. The latter input does, however, appear excessive given
past trends. Whilst we cannot place too much reliance on one years’ worth of data, it is
also salient to note that the 2018 MYE (and indeed the housing completions for 2018)
suggest a marked upturn in growth.

3.28 Itis considered that at the very least there should be a sensitivity testing for long term
migration trends in the HNU for York based on ‘specific local circumstances’ (as per PPG
ID 2a-017). In this respect, the HNU does not fulfil the requirements set out in ID 2a-017
regarding sensitivity testing of the official projections.

Market Signals

3.29 The Framework sets out the central land-use planning principles that should underpin
both plan-making and decision-taking. It outlines twelve core principles of planning that
should be taken account of, including the role of market signals in effectively informing
planning decisions:

“Plans should take account of market signals, such as land prices and housing
affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is
suitable for development in their area, taking account of the needs of the residential
and business communities.” [§17]

3.30 The Practice Guidance?! requires that the housing need figure as derived by the household
projections be adjusted to take into account market signals. It indicates that comparisons
should be made against the national average, the housing market area and other similar
areas, in terms of both absolute levels and rates of change. Worsening trends in any
market signal would justify an uplift on the demographic-led needs. In addition, the
Practice Guidance?? highlights the need to look at longer term trends and the potentially
volatility in some indicators.

3.31 The Practice Guidance also sets out that:

“...plan-makers should not attempt to estimate the precise impact of an
increase...rather they should increase planning supply by an amount that, on
reasonable assumptions...could be expected to improve affordability...”23.

21 practice Guidance - ID 2a-019-20140306
22 practice Guidance - ID 2a-020-20140306
2 ibid
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3.32 This clearly distinguishes between the demographic-led need for housing (generated by
population and household growth) and the market signals uplift which is primarily a
supply response over and above the level of demographic need to help address negatively
performing market signals, such as worsening affordability.

3.33 As set out in detail above, GL Hearn has undertaken an analysis of market signals in its
Housing Needs Update (Section 4.0). In that report, the HNU notes that

. Lower quartile house prices in York exceed that of England by £30,000 despite
having a similar overall median house price;

The gap of median house price growth between York and North Yorkshire has
widened from 10 years ago. Since 2008 the rate of change for York has been 1.25,
similar to the national growth of 1.3;

Median rental values in York are £745, £70 higher than the rest of England and £220
higher than Yorkshire and the Humber region [4.13]. LQ rental price growth has
increased by 14% over the past 5 years, compared to 11% nationally;

. York has a median affordability ratio of 8.62 and a 5-year rate of change equal to 1.88,
compared to 5.90 for Yorkshire and the Humber (0.55 change) and 7.91 (1.14 change)
for England [Table 12];

3.34 As a consequence of these poor (and worsening) housing market signals, GL Hearn
concludes that:

“The affordability statistics and the market signals reveal that as a whole, York is
becoming increasingly more unaffordable and that a market signals adjustment in the
City is necessitated” [4.19].

3.35 On the basis of these signals, GL Hearn applied an uplift of 15%. This is higher than the
10% previously recommended in the September 2017 SHMA Update. “Such an uplift
applied to the demographic starting point (484 dpa) would arrive at an OAN of 557
dpa...This is some way short of both the adjusted demographic growth and the economic
growth. Therefore, the OAN should remain as 790 dpa in order to achieve both
improvements to household formation and meet economic growth. This equates to an
increase of 63% from the start point.” [4.34-4.35]

3.36 In our previous representations, Lichfields concluded that based on a detailed review of
similar market signals, an uplift of 20% was suitable. Nothing that GL Hearn has
presented causes us to change our opinion; quite the reverse in fact, given that on many of
the indicators, the housing market appears to be even more constrained and under
pressure than was the case even one year ago.

3.37 To take a clear example, which is not examined in GL Hearn’s assessment of market
signals, the Practice Guidance is clear that historic rates of development should be
benchmarked against the planned level of supply over a meaningful period. Table 2 sets
the Council’s various housing targets/presumed OAHN against the actual net housing
completions. With the exception of the last year, housing delivery in York has missed the
target each year since 2006/07. Overall delivery targets for these years was missed by
¢.30% which equals 3,127 units below the target level. Over the plan period from 2012/13,
GL Hearn noted in its previous May 2017 SHMA Addendum [§3.14] that under-delivery
may have led to household formation (particularly of younger households) being
constrained and states that this point is picked up in the report which uses a demographic
projection-based analysis to establish the level of housing need moving forward.

2Lichfields (March 2018): Housing Issues Technical Report
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Table 2 Rate of net housing delivery in York against possible policy benchmarks, 2004/05-2017/18

X X Council’s OAHN (790 dpa)

Year Net Housing Completions

‘Need’* +/-
2004/05 360 640 -280
2005/06 1,173 640 +533
2006/07 795 640 +155
2007/08 602 640 -38
2008/09 385 850 -465
2009/10 642 850 -208
2010/11 486 850 -364
2011/12 289 850 -561
2012/13 88 790 -702
2013/14 69 790 -721
2014/15 284 790 -506
2015/16 691 790 -99
2016/17 378 790 -412
2017/18 1,331 790 +541
Total 7,573 10,700 -3,127

Source: MHCLG LT122
*RSS assumed average 640 dpa 2005/05-2007/08; 850 dpa 2008/09 -2011/12

*MHCLG: Housing Delivery Test Results 2018

3.38 The SHMA Update [83.15] considers that this past under-delivery is not a discrete part of
the analysis but is one of the various market signals which indicate a need to increase
provision from that determined in a baseline demographic projection. It notes that that
this market signal will require upward adjustment through consideration of migration
and household formation rates rather than just a blanket increase based on the level of
‘shortfall’.

3.39 It is clear from the Council’s own evidence that the City has consistently under-delivered
housing, with a failure to deliver anything more than 642 dwellings in any single year
between 2007 and 2015. The policy benchmarks suggest that the level of past under-
delivery is 3,127 dwellings over the past 12 years.

3.40 Furthermore, the Council’s already low housing delivery figures have been
artificially boosted by the inclusion of student accommodation in the
completions figures (see discussion below).

What scale of uplift should be applied?

3.41 The PPG sets out a clear two-stepped process to addressing market signals within the
calculation of OAHN:

1 Firstly, itis necessary to determine whether a market signals uplift is necessary.
This is set out in PPG I1D2a-019 within the first sub-paragraph as follows:

“Appropriate comparisons of indicators should be made... A worsening trend in any
of these indicators will require upward adjustment to planned housing numbers
compared to ones based solely on household projections.”

2 Secondly, when a market signals uplift is required, it is necessary to identify at what
scale that should be set, with guidance given that it should be set at a level that could
be expected to improve affordability. This is set out in PPG 1D2a-019 within the
second and third sub-paragraphs as follows:
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“In areas where an upward adjustment is required, plan makers should set this
adjustment at a level that is reasonable... they should increase planned supply by an
amount that, on reasonable assumptions and consistent with principles of
sustainable development, could be expected to improve affordability, and monitor
the response of the market over the plan period.”

3.42 The principle of a market signals uplift in York (i.e. Stage 1) is not disputed by the
Council’s housing consultants. However, the scale of the uplift is disputed, principally
because there is no sound basis to conclude that the uplift can be reasonably expected to
improve affordability, and the HNU provides no evidence that it will do so. In addition,
as previously noted, because the HNU has applied its market signals uplift to a flawed
demographic-led assessment of need, any figure flowing from this is in itself also flawed.

3.43 We examine the scale of a suitable uplift in Section 4.0.

Affordable Housing Needs
3.44 In line with the 2012 Framework?, LPAs should:

“...use their evidence based to ensure their Local Plan meets the full, objectively
assessed needs for market and affordable housing...”

“..prepare a SHMA which...addresses the need for all types of housing, including
affordable.”

3.45 The Practice Guidance* sets out a staged approach to identifying affordable housing
needs, and states that affordable housing need should be:

“..considered in the context of its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market
and affordable housing developments...an increase in the total housing figures
included in the plan should be considered where it could help deliver the required
number of affordable homes.”

3.46 As set out in Section 2.0, two High Court Judgements go to the heart of addressing
affordable housing within the identification of OAHN. ‘Satnam’ establishes that
affordable housing needs are a component part of OAHN, indicating that the ‘proper
exercise’ is to identify the full affordable housing needs and then ensure that this is
considered in the context of its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market/affordable
housing development. ‘Kings Lynn’ builds on ‘Satnam’, identifying that affordable
housing needs “should have an important influence increasing the derived OAHN since
they are significant factors in providing for housing needs within an area.” [§36]. This
is clear that affordable housing needs are a substantive and highly material driver of any
conclusion on full OAHN.

3.47 Neither the HNU nor its predecessor, the September 2017 SHMA Assessment Update,
states that it does not review affordable housing need, although the latter states that the
situation is unlikely to have changed significantly from the 2016 SHMA. The 2016 SHMA
identified a net affordable housing need of 573 homes per annum or 12,033 dwellings
over the 2012-2033 period. This suggests a worsening situation when compared with the
previous figure of 486 affordable homes per annum needed in the previous 2011 SHMA,
produced by GVA.

3.48 Lichfields has not analysed in detail the figures forming the assessment of affordable

25 Framework - Paragraphs 47 and 159
%6 practice Guidance - ID: 2a-022-20140306 to 2a-029-20140306
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housing needs, due in part to limitations on access to the underlying data; instead,
Lichfields has focused on how this need has informed the OAHN conclusion.

3.49 The SHMA Assessment Update [§3.3] suggests that large parts of this need are either
existing households (who do not generate need for additional dwellings overall) or newly
forming households (who are already included within the demographic modelling).

3.50 It further states [883.17-3.18] that:

“The City of York Council currently have an affordable housing policy of up to 30%.
The SHMA identified a net affordable housing need of 573 dwellings. Based on this
level of need and the current policy the City would require to deliver 1,910 dwellings
per annum. To put this in context the City has only delivered more than 1000 homes
once since 2004-5. Using a lower policy target would result in an even higher need.”

“While there is clearly an affordable housing issue in the City may of the households
in need are already in housing (just housing that is not suitable for some reason
such as overcrowding) and therefore do not generate a need for additional
dwellings”.

3.51 The provision of the net affordable housing need identified is likely to be unrealistic given
past dwelling completions in City of York. With regard to this matter the SHMA
Assessment Update states [§3.28]:

“Given the balance of judgement it would appear that a 10% adjustment could be
Justified in York on the basis of the previously established affordable housing need
the updated market signals evidence.”

3.52 In taking this approach, GL Hearn is effectively conflating the uplift resulting from
affordable housing need with uplift resulting from market signals analysis. These are two
separate steps in the Practice Guidance and should not be combined in this manner.

353 In contrast, the HNU reiterates the 573 dpa need, and accepts that “a modest uplift to the
demographic based need figure to improve delivery of affordable housing in the City
may be justified.” [paragraph 4.20].

3.54 However, the HNU then reviews a number of High Court judgements and other
Inspector’s reports, notably that for the Cornwall Local Plan, and concludes that “the
expectation is that it may be necessary, based on the affordable needs evidence to
consider an adjustment to enhance the delivery of affordable housing, but that this does
not need to be done in a ‘mechanical way’ hereby the affordable need on its own drives
the OAN™. [paragraph 4.28]

3.55 The HNU does not proceed to test the scale of uplift that might be appropriate to help
meet this very high level of affordable housing need, merely stating in the conclusions
that the employment-led 790 dpa “would be sufficient to respond to market signals,
including affordability adjustments, as well as making a significant contribution to
affordable housing needs”.

3.56 Policy H10 of the emerging Local Plan sets out a wide range of affordable housing
requirements on residential schemes for 2 or more dwellings, with 30% at the upper end
for greenfield sites containing 15 or more dwellings. Applying this optimistic upper target
to the 790 dpa CoYC OAHN would potentially deliver (at best) 237 affordable units
annually. This represents just 41% of the 573 dpa target.

3.57 At a delivery rate of 30% of overall housing, the City of York would need to deliver 1,910
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dpa to address affordable housing needs in full.

3.58 Taking into account affordable need within the calculation of OAHN does not necessarily
involve a mechanistic uplift, or an indication that such identified needs must be met in
full. It has to be a scenario which, on a reasonable basis, could be expected to occur. This
is set out in the Kings Lynn judgment which concluded:

“..This is no doubt because in practice very often the calculation of unmet
affordable housing need will produce a figure which the planning authority has
little or no prospect of delivering in practice. That is because the vast majority of
delivery will occur as a proportion of open-market schemes and is therefore
dependent for its delivery upon market housing being developed.” [§35]

This is also consistent with the Practice Guidancez which sets out the assessment of need
"does not require local councils to consider purely hypothetical future scenarios, only
future scenarios that could be reasonably expected to occur.”

3.59 However, in line with the High Court Judgments, this still needs to be an uplift of
consequence, insofar as it can reasonably be expected to occur. This will inevitably need
to involve judgement, based on relevant evidence, as to the extent to which any scale of
uplift could be reasonably expected to occur.

3.60 For example, it is interesting to note that in the Cornwall Local Plan example that GL
Hearn quotes from, the Inspector ultimately concluded that an uplift to the OAHN
was justified, and this should be equal to an additional 1,500 dwellings over
the course of the Plan period=.

3.61 The HNU ultimately does not use the identified acute affordable housing needs in a way
in which it has “an important influence in increasing the derived F[ull] OAN” as per the
Kings Lynn judgment.

3.62 The Local Plan Expert Group [LPEG], in its Report to the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government in March 2016, recommended various changes to
the Practice Guidance with the remit of considering how local plan-making could be made
more efficient and effective. Although very limited, if any, weight can be given to the
LPEG approach given that it is not policy or endorsed by Government, it is at least helpful
in seeking to understand what an appropriate response might be to define the influence of
market signals and affordable housing needs. LPEG recommended changes to the
preparation of SHMAs and determination of OAHN.

3.63 With regard to affordable housing need in the preparation of SHMAs and determination
of OAHN it proposed that where the total number of homes that would be necessary to
meet affordable housing need is greater than the adjusted demographic-led OAHN, then
this figure should be uplifted by a further 10%. The 10% uplift was intended to provide a
streamline approach that removes judgement and debate from the process of setting
OAHN (as opposed to what might be the most accurate under current Practice Guidance).

3.64 Given the significant affordable housing need identified in City of York, Lichfields
considers that this 10% uplift would be appropriate in this instance and should be
applied to the OAHN.

27 Practice Guidance - 1D:2a-003-20140306
28 Planning Inspectorate (23" September 2016): Inspector’s Report on the Examination into the Cornwall Local Plan
Strategic Policies, paragraph 52
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OAHN - Demographic and Affordable
Needs

Introduction

In practice, applying the 2012 NPPF requires a number of key steps to be followed in
order to arrive at a robustly evidenced housing target:

. The starting point for Local Plans is to meet the full objectively assessed development
needs of an area, as far as consistent with the policies set out in the Framework as a
whole [86, §47 & 8156].

. An objective assessment of housing need must be a level of housing delivery which
meets the needs associated with population and household growth, addresses the
need for all types of housing including affordable and caters for housing demand
[8159].

. Every effort should be made to meet objectively assessed needs for housing and other
development, and there should be positive response to wider opportunities for
growth. Market signals, including affordability should be taken into account when
setting a clear strategy for allocating suitable and sufficient land for development
[817].

. Inchoosing a housing requirement which would not meet objectively assessed
development needs, it must be evidenced that the adverse impacts of meeting needs
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against
the policies within the Framework as a whole; unless specific policies indicate
development should be restricted [§14].

. Where an authority is unable to meet its objectively assessed development needs or it
is not the most appropriate strategy to do so, e.g. due lack of physical capacity or
harm arising through other policies, it must be demonstrated under the statutory
duty-to-cooperate that the unmet need is to be met in another local authority area in
order to fully meet development requirements across housing market areas [§179 &
§182 bullet point 1].

It is against these requirements of the Framework which the City of York’s housing need
must be identified.

Demographic Modelling

The Government’s 2014 Practice Guidance states that “household projections published
by CLG should provide the starting point estimate of overall housing need.” It also
states that the household projection may require adjustment to reflect factors affecting
local demography and household formation rates which are not necessarily captured in
past trends2°.

To comply with the Practice Guidance, Lichfields has modelled a range of new scenarios
using the PopGroup demographic modelling tool. This analysis has used headship rates
from the 2014-based SNHP, 2016 SNHP and also (in a similar vein to GL Hearn in its
HNU) an accelerated household formation rate to reflect a partial return to past trends.
We have firstly derived the baseline demographic need, which acts as the ‘starting point’
when determining the housing OAN. Thereafter, various assumptions, adjustments and

2 |D 2a-015-20140306
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sensitivities have been applied to take account of new demographic data, local factors and
economic aspirations.

Using the data inputs and assumptions above, the following demographic scenarios have
been assessed. The scenarios are modelled over the period 2017-2033 to align with the
Local Plan period (hence there is a moderate discrepancy with GL Hearn’s HNU, which
models over the period 2012-2037). The scenarios modelled are as follows:

a Scenario A: 2014-based SNPP — using on the 2014-based SNPP,
incorporating headship rates from the 2014-based SNHP, plus an allowance for
vacant/second homes (1.7%);

Scenario Ai: 2014-based SNPP / 2018 MYE / PCU - Applying the same
assumptions as for Scenario Ai; however, it adjusts the 2015, 2016, 2017 and
2018 population figures to reflect the latest ONS Mid-Year Population Estimates.
This has the effect of increasing the 2018 population figure from 212,068 to
209,893;

Scenario Aii: Standard Methodology figure of 1,069 dpa is modelled.

b Scenario B: 2016-based SNPP — using the 2016-based SNPP, incorporating
headship rates from the 2016-based SNHP, plus an allowance for vacant/second
homes (1.7%);

Scenario Bi: 2016-based SNPP PCU - Applying the same assumptions as for
Scenario B; however, starting post-2017, headship rates amongst 15-34 year olds
are projected to make up 50% of the difference of long term trends (as per
Scenario Ai) by 2033;

Scenario Bii: 2016-based SNPP / 2018 MYE / PCU - Applying the same
assumptions as for Scenario Ai; it adjusts the 2015, 2016, 2017 and 2018
population figures to reflect the latest ONS Mid-Year Population Estimates. This
has the effect of increasing the 2018 population figure from 209,432 to 209,893;

¢ Scenario C: Long Term Migration Trends MYE — based on past migration
trends as observed over the last 10 years (to 2017) in the City of York, re-based to
2018 MYE population;

Scenario Ci: Long Term Migration Trends MYE PCU — as above, but
applying accelerated headship rates to the 15-34 age cohorts as per Scenario Ai.

Economic Scenarios

d Scenario D: ELR Scenario 2 Jobs Growth — based on forecasts of annual
job growth (397 jobs 2017-2018, 650 jobs p.a. between 2018 and 2033,) for the
City of York to align with the ELR, applied to the 2016-based SNPP (including
2018 MYE);

Scenario Di: ELR Scenario 2 Jobs Growth PCU — as above, but applying
accelerated headship rates to the 15-34 age cohorts as per Scenario Ai;

e Scenario E: Past Trend Job Growth — Taking into account the Compound
Average Growth Rate [CAGR] of 0.83% that was achieved between 2000-2017 in
the City of York (as recorded by NOMIS Job density figures), this scenario
assumes this will continue over the plan period (including 2018 MYE);

Scenario Ei: Past Trend Job Growth PCU — as above, but applying
accelerated headship rates to the 15-34 age cohorts as per Scenario Ai.

The findings of the demographic scenarios are set out in Table 3.

P28
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Table 3 Key Outputs — Demographic Scenarios for the City of York, 2017-2033
Dwellings 2017-2033
Scenario Change in Change in
Population | Households Total DPA
Change
Scenario A: 2014-based SNPP 21,900 13,008 13,231 827
Scenario Ai: 2014-based SNPP / 2018 MYE / PCU 24,027 14,318 14,564 910
Scenario Aii: Standard Methodology 33,979 16,815 17,104 1,069
Scenario B: 2016-based SNPP 13,492 7,192 7,315 458
Scenario Bi: 2016-based SNPP PCU 13,492 10,685 10,868 679
Scenario Bii: 2016-based SNPP /2018 MYE / PCU 16,038 11,107 11,297 706
Scenario C: Long Term Migration Trends MYE 23,926 10,851 11,037 690
Scenario Ci: Long Term Migration Trends MYE PCU 23,926 14,481 14,730 921
Source: Lichfields using PopGroup
4.7 The findings of the demographic scenarios are broadly in line with those reported in the

HNU, with differences generally attributable to the different timeframes used (2017-2033
vs. 2012-2037) and our incorporation of the latest 2018 MYE in some of the Scenarios.
The projections clearly demonstrate the extent to which the 2014-based SNPP are
significantly higher than the more up to date 2016-based SNPP. Allowing for these
differences, the equivalent scenarios in the HNU’s Table 6 include Lichfield’s Scenario B,
whereby our figure of 458 dpa equates to GL Hearn’s figure of 484 dpa; and our Scenario
Bi, whereby our figure of 679 dpa is identical to GL Hearn’s 679 dpa.

4.8 Lichfields’ view is that the demographic starting point should comprise Scenario Bii,
which updates the 2016-based SNPP with the most up-to-date demographic data (the
2018 MYE) and also makes a suitable provision for accelerating household formation
rates in line with long term trends. This equates to 706 dpa.

4.9 However, as set out in detail in Section 3.0, Lichfields has serious concerns regarding the
accuracy of the long-term international migration rates that underpin the 2016-based
SNPP and therefore consider that a case can be made to examine the long-term
international migration trends. By so doing, Scenario Ci (incorporating the 2018 MYE
and PCU) generates a figure of 921 dpa. Lichfields considers that this should form the
demographic-led OAHN before other uplifts are applied.

4.10 Table 4 presents the employment-led scenarios. Scenario Di (842 dpa) represents the
closest match to GL Hearn’s 790 dpa OAHN figure, which aligns with the Local Plan’s job
target of 650 annually. The 52 dpa difference is likely to be due to subtle differences in
our underlying assumptions concerning vacancy rates, timeframes, assumptions
concerning economic activity rates, commuting ratios, unemployment levels and the
incorporation of a higher MYE population starting point in 2018.

4.11 Lichfields’ view is that Scenario Ei is also valid, as the PPG states that when assessing
housing need, “Plan makers should make an assessment of the likely change in job
numbers based on past trends and/or economic forecasts as appropriate”.

4.12 Given the very high levels of past job growth in the City, this would generate a need for
829 dpa, rising to 1,062 dpa when accelerated household formation rates are applied.

30 PPG 2a-019-20140306
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Table 4 Key Outputs — Employment-led Scenarios for the City of York, 2017-2033

Dwellings 2017-2033

Change in Change in | Change in

Population Jobs Households | Total
DPA
Change

Scenario

Scenario D: ELR Scenario 2 Jobs Growth 21,727 10,147 9,801 9,969 623

Scenario Di: ELR Scenario 2 Jobs Growth PCU | 21,727 10,147 13,242 13,470 842

Scenario E: Past Trend Job Growth 30,831 16,032 13,041 13,266 829

Scenario Ei: Past Trend Job Growth PCU 30,831 16,032 16,711 16,998 1,062

Source: Lichfields using PopGroup

To summarise, our view is that the demographic-led OAHN (before further uplifts are
applied) for the City of York would equate to the long-term migration Scenario Ci, at 921
dpa, notwithstanding the considerable uncertainty surrounding Brexit. The 2016-based
SNPP appears increasingly out of step with the latest 2018 MYE (which were unavailable
to us in our previous representations), and it is considered that in this particular instance
it is a reasonable sensitivity to apply.

As for the employment led scenarios, the level of job growth projected by the ELR
Scenario 2 scenarios can be accommodated within the 921 dpa demographic need,
although we consider that a case could be made to increase the figure still further, to
1,062 dpa, to match job growth based on past trends. Furthermore, this latter figure is
very similar to the NPPF 2019 standard method LHN figure of 1,069 dpa.

Do Market Signals indicate a need for an upward
adjustment to purely demographic-led needs?

The market indicators assessed in Section 5.0 shows that there are significant imbalances
between the demand for and supply of housing in the City of York. This analysis indicates
pressure on the housing market, which will not be addressed by providing only for the
level of growth produced by the continuation of demographic trends. A response is
clearly required through an adjustment to the demographic-based scenarios, in line with
the recommendations set out in the Practice Guidance.

Determining a scale of uplift

By way of setting the initial context, the 2019 HNU recommends a 15% uplift to the
demographic starting point of 484 dpa, which results in an OAHN of 557 dpa. However,
GL Hearn notes that this is some way short of the economic led need of 790 dpa, which is
the housing requirement now identified in the Proposed Modifications to the City of York
Local Plan.

It is noted that although the Local Plan will be examined under the transitional
arrangements for the NPPF, the standard method identifies that York would have an
affordability uplift equal to 30% to the 2014-based SNHP. This is because the
Ratio of median house price to median gross annual workplace-based earnings in York
was 8.86 in 2018. This is significantly higher than the equivalent affordability ratio for
England and Wales, at 7.83 for 2018.

1. Review of National position

Under the current planning system, addressing affordability across the country will be a
key function of implementing a large number of Local Plans either adopted or currently
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being prepared. Each area will have a role in contributing to Government’s aims as
expressed in national planning policy. At the national level, a number of studies have
analysed the scale of housing delivery and dwelling stock growth that would be necessary
to address affordability problems:

1 The Barker Review of Housing Supply (2004)3! concluded that to reduce the long-
term house price trend to 1.1% per annum (the average across the EU) would require
national delivery totalling 245,000 private dwellings per annum to 2026, alongside
an increased provision of social sector housing (23,000 p.a.). The Barker Review
concluded that such a level would be necessary for "improving the housing market"
and ensure that "affordability is increasingly improved over time" (paras 1.39 and
1.40). Nationally, that scale of growth would represent dwelling stock growth of
c.1.13% per annumaz,

2 The National Housing and Planning Advice Unit’'s (NHPAU) ‘Developing a target
range for the supply of new homes across England’ (October 2007)* concluded that
(para 4.68) the “NHPAU believes that there is a realistic possibility of stabilising the
affordability of market housing over the long-term if a supply target for 270,000
net additions to stock, in the right place and of the right type can be adopted
through the planning system for delivery before or by 2016.” This would represent a
1.14% per annum scale of stock growth.

3 InJuly 2016, the House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs published
their report ‘Building More Homes’** which was the output of the House of Lords’
inquiry into the housing market. It drew upon evidence provided to the inquiry by
HM Treasury (HMT) indicating that “modelling suggests that in order to keep the
house prices to earnings ratio constant, somewhere between 250,000 and 300,000
homes per year need to be built” in arriving at its ultimate conclusion that, “to
address the housing crisis at least 300,000 new homes are needed annually for the
foreseeable future.” (our emphasis). This would represent a 1.26% per annum scale
of stock growth.

4  The Redfern Review,** a 2016 independent review of the causes of falling home
ownership and associated housing market challenges, was informed by a housing
market model built by Oxford Economics which looked at the impacts of different
supply assumptions on prices and home ownership. It identified that “To put
downward pressure on prices new supply would need to outstrip underlying
household formation” modelling a boost in housing supply of 100,000 above their
baseline forecast of 210,000 dwellings per annum, concluding that 310,000 dpa
“helps to keep prices in check” up to 2026. This would represent a 1.31% per annum
growth in dwelling stock.

4.19 What each of the above studies have demonstrated is that increasing dwelling stock
growth would be necessary to address and improve affordability at the national level.
Across the analysis it suggests that, at the national level, stock growth of between 1.1%

31 ‘Review of Housing Supply, Delivering Stability: Securing our Future Housing Needs’ (March 2004), Kate Barker -
http://news.bbc.co.uk/nol/shared/bsp/hi/pdfs/17 03 04 barker review.pdf

32 23,733,000 dwelling stock in England in 2016 (CLG Live Table 100)

3 ‘Developing a target range for the supply of new homes across England’ (October 2007), NHPAU -
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120919132719/http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/
pdf/523984.pdf

34 ‘Building more homes’ 1st Report of Session 2016-17 (15 July 2016) House of Lords Select Committee on Economic
Affairs (HL Paper 20) - http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/Id201617/Idselect/Ideconaf/20/20.pdf

35 ‘The Redfern Review into the decline of home ownership’ (16 November 2016) - http://www.redfernreview.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/01/TW082 RR online PDF.pdf

36 ‘Forecasting UK house prices and home ownership’ (November 2016) Oxford Economics -
http://www.redfernreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/20161114-Redfern-Review-modelling-paper.pdf
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and 1.3% per annum could achieve the beneficial impacts on affordability needed
(recognising that in local areas this will clearly vary, depending on the local household
growth rates). The figures would all represent significant increases above background
projected household growth (¢.210,000 households p.a. in the CLG 2014-based
projections over the period to 2039 is the equivalent to ¢.215,000 dwellings p.a.) of
between 21% and 44%. This gives an indication of the scale of dwelling delivery
potentially required to address market signals at the national level.

4.20 The above reports show a clear consensus that around 250,000-300,000 homes per year
are needed nationally. The Government’s standardised methodology equates to a
national total of 266,0000 homes per year (the figure is 300,000 without the 40% ‘cap’),
although the methodology includes a caveat allowing authorities to plan for more than the
methodology shows, for example if there are economic reasons?.

4.21 In the Autumn 2017 Budget, the Chancellor Phillip Hammond MP set out Government
aspirations for housebuilding to reach 300,000 per year. It is clear that at a national
level the consensus is that at least 250,000-300,000 homes per year are needed, and this
would represent annual growth in the range of 1.1% to 1.3%.

4.22 Given that some areas (i.e. with weaker affordability pressures/footnote 6 environmental
constraints) would be expected to do less than their ‘share’ of the nationally needed 1.1%
to 1.3%, equally areas which are less affordable would be expected to do more than their
‘share’, i.e. more than 1.3%.

4.23 York is an area where affordability is worse than nationally (for example, the median
quartile resident-based affordability ratio is 8.9, compared to 7.8 for England & Wales,
whilst the figure is even more stark for Lower Quartile affordability, with York’s figure, at
9.4, dwarfing the national rate of 7.2). The City of York needs to do more than the
national average to address affordability. Table 5 shows the equivalent dwellings per
annum under various annual growth rates for York.

Table 5 Growth rate and equivalent dwellings per annum from 2017 to 2033

Growth rate Dwellings per annum Growth rate Dwellings per annum
1.0% 952 1.6% 1,595
1.1% 1,055 1.7% 1,708
1.2% 1,160 1.8% 1,823
1.3% 1,267 1.9% 1,939
1.4% 1,375 2.0% 2,057
1.5% 1,484 2.1% 2,177

Source: Lichfields based on MHCLG Table 125 Dwelling Stock data — 88,280 dwellings in York as at 2017

4.24 For additional context, and to consider what scale of growth might “reasonably be
expected to occur”, the Table below reviews stock growth rates in adopted post-NPPF
plans. Even the area with the highest growth rate (Cherwell, at 1.82%) will see this
increase further soon, when it reviews its Local Plan to include unmet need from Oxford.

37 See ‘Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Places’ consultation

38 See Autumn Budget at

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_ data/file/661583/autumn_budget_20
17_print.pdf
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Table 6 Adopted Housing Targets in post-NPPF Plans

Adopted Annual Housing Target Stock 2016 |Annual Growth Rate
Cherwell* 1,140(+) 62,402 1.82%
Taunton Deane 850 52,840 1.61%
Milton Keynes 1,750 108,981 1.61%
Swindon 1,625** 94,374 1.72%
East Cambridgeshire 575 36,971 1.56%

Source: Housing targets - respective Local Plans. Stock - DCLG Council Tax Base data. *Figure for Cherwell will increase
following Local Plan Review to take account of additional need from Oxford. **Total housing target 2011-2026 22,000
dwellings (1,467 dpa), however Policy SD2 of Local Plan states average annual housing delivery from 2016-2026 will be
higher at 1,625 dpa.

2, Affordability Modelling based on University of Reading/OBR assumptions

4.25 The Office for Budget Responsibility [OBR] produced Working Paper No.6 Forecasting
House Prices in July 2014. The report identifies the following with regards to future
average earnings growth and median house price growth (the components of an
affordability ratio) in paragraph 3.12:

“Using some long-run assumptions for real income growth (2.2 per cent a year,
including growth in the number of households of 1 per cent a year) and housing
supply (keeping pace with the number of households), and assuming the housing
discount rate and wage share variable are stationary, the model predicts around
3.3 per cent real house price growth a year in steady state. In addition, assuming
consumer price inflation in line with the Bank of England’s 2% target implies 5.3
per cent a year nominal house price growth in steady state.”

4.26 The University of Reading's affordability model found a high price elasticity (-2.0) in
relation to increases in stock at regional level in England, implying in-effect that for every
1% increase in supply (with housing supply keeping pace with the household projections),
relative prices would be expected to fall by 2%. These assumptions have been combined
with the wage/house price growth forecasts in the March 2017 OBR Outlook to model
affordability outcomes.

4.27 There are a number of examples elsewhere of where this affordability modelling has
informed the scale of market signals uplift applied. In Mid Sussex, the Inspector’s interim
conclusions on the housing requirement (published February 2017) concluded that:

. The Council’s 24 dpa uplift for market signals was not sufficient, and although it was
similar to approaches elsewhere however there have been changes in circumstances
and a new approach is needed (p.2/3);

. House prices and affordability have worsened markedly in recent years, and there is a
‘serious and growing affordability problem’ for those on lower incomes (p.3);

. The approach of comparing a District to its neighbours in terms of market signals is
flawed, because if each authority replicated this approach the cycle of worsening
affordability would be perpetuated (p.3)

. Asignificant uplift is needed to improve affordability, and the approach based on
OBR/University of Reading has the ‘greatest value’ (p.5);

. An uplift of 20% is well-founded and realistic (p.6).
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4.28 On Ist February 2018, the Inspector’s Report on the Waverley Local Plan (part 1)
Examination was published. In respect of market signals, the Inspector noted that:

. Affordability is particularly poor in Waverley, it is amongst the least affordable area
outside London and affordability is worsening (IR 20);

The plans requirement, which incorporate a 5% upward adjustment to household
formation rates to account for market signals is ‘not capable of addressing the
Borough'’s serious and worsening problem of housing affordability (IR 21);

The OBR/University of Reading approach put forward by representors (which yielded
a 28.8% uplift) represents a ‘credible approach’ to modelling supply and affordability.
Overall an uplift on the starting point of 25% should be applied (IR 22).

4.29 Applying this approach to York (for illustrative purposes, median workplace-based
earnings are shown) suggests that 1,560 dpa would be needed to keep affordability at its
2018 level, as shown in Figure 4. This is set in the context that affordability has evidently
worsened very significantly in the last 4 years alone. At the current HNU OAHN of 790
dpa, affordability would continue to worsen to around 11.0 by the end of the plan period.

Figure 4 Historic and forecast change in Median workplace-based affordability ratio

Source: ONS, Lichfields based on OBR/University of Reading/ONS

4.30 Table 7 shows the impacts on median workplace-based affordability in the short and long
term. It demonstrates a significant worsening at the HNU’s current OAHN, and a clear
improvement which directly relates to the scale of housing growth. A level of around
1,560 dpa would be sufficient to maintain affordability in the longer term.
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Table 7 Impact of scales of housing growth on affordability

Median, workplace-based
Dwellings per annum Ratio in Ratio in

2017 ratio

2025 2033
(HNU OAHN) 790 dpa 9.8 11.0
Scenario Bii: 2016-based SNPP PCU/MYE (706 dpa) 10.0 11.2
Scenario Ci: Long Term Migration PCU (921 dpa) 9.6 10.6
Scenario Di: ELR Scenario 2 (842 dpa) 8.62 9.7 10.7
Scenario Ei: Past Trends Job growth (1,062 dpa) 9.4 10.1
Level required to keep current (2017) affordability 86 3.6
ratio constant (1,560 dpa) ) )
Source: Lichfields based on OBR/University of Reading/ONS
4.31 This exercise provides two useful conclusions in assessing what scale of uplift might be

needed in York:

1 The HNU’'s OAHN would clearly be insufficient to bring about any improvement
whatsoever in affordability, and affordability would likely worsen significantly in the
short and long term; and

2 Upto 1,560 dpawould be needed just to maintain affordability at its 2017 (which is
the highest level seen in York), and arguably this should be treated as a minimum
given affordability has worsened significantly in the last few years alone.

3. Apportionment of national needs

4.32 The City of York is relatively worse in respect of affordability than the national equivalent.
All other things being equal, to improve affordability across the country, the City of York
and its HMA peers would need to make a proportionately greater uplift than those where
affordability issues are less acute. This exercise has been undertaken on the basis that
Government now has a clear aim to bring housebuilding to a level of 300,000 per year by
the mid-2020s, as set out in the Autumn 2017 budget: (a level which is consistent with
much of the literature review considered earlier in this section). This national total
equates to an uplift of 85,000 on the 2016-based household projections (which suggest a
need for c. 215,000 homes per annum).

4.33 It is possible to consider how this required uplift should be shared between 320+ Local
Planning Authorities across the country in order to seek to hold the affordability ratio (at
least at a national level) constant. Three alternative scenarios for market signals uplifts
across the country have been modelled, as follows:

1 Each district with an affordability ratio above the national ratio makes a market
signals uplift in proportion to its difference with the national figure;

2 Each district with an affordability ratio above the national ratio makes a market
signals uplift in proportion to its difference with the national figure (weighted 50%)
and its projected household growth (weighted 50%); and

3 Everydistrict (whether above or below the national ratio) makes a market signals
uplift in proportion to its difference with the lowest affordability ratio, in Copeland at
2.6, (weighted 50%) and its projected household growth (weighted 50%).

4.34 The results for the City of York under these methods is shown in Table 8. The uplift has
been based on a demographic baseline of 18,000 dpa, based on the projections plus a
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vacancy rate. To meet a national figure of 300,000 per annum the scale of uplift would
need to be 20% at least, although taking into account the City of York’s relative size this
could be as high as 30%.

Table 8 Outcomes for the City of York- Apportionment of National Needs

National total of 300,000
Share of 85,000 Dwellings Uplift (to 921
uplift & dpa)
Method1 |0.22% 189 20%
Method2  |0.21% 182 20%
Method3  |0.33% 278 30%
Source: Lichfields based on ONS/DCLG
4.35 The analysis clearly shows that an uplift well in excess of the 15% put forward in the HNU

would be needed to reasonable expect an improvement in affordability in the City of York,
and for the City to be contributing to the need nationally for new homes, taking into
account affordability and its size. It is notable that using a 300,000 per annum total, the
uplift for York identified in the Government’s standardised methodology — at 30.4% - falls
at the very upper end of the range (20%-30%) identified through this exercise.

Summary

4.36 In light of the above analysis, there is a case to be made that at the very least, the market
signals uplift for the City of York should be a minimum of 20%. Taking a demographic-
led baseline of 921 dpa based on the latest projections, this would equate to 1,105 dpa.
OBR modelling suggests that an uplift even greater than this may be needed to improve
affordability, however in light of stock growth elsewhere and the outcomes of method (3),
a minimum of 20% is considered appropriate.

437 This clearly underlines the failure of the HNU to adequately meet the PPG requirement to
set its uplift at a level that is related to the problems of affordability or that could be
expected to improve affordability; indeed, the HNU fails to approach this question at all.

438 When applied to Scenario Ci (921 dpa), this results in a need for 1,105 dpa.

Are Economic Growth Needs Being Addressed?

4.39 The Practice Guidance requires plan-makers to assess likely employment growth based on
past trends and/or economic forecasts. Where the labour force supply is projected to be
less than the forecast job growth, the Practice Guidance states that this could result in
unsustainable commuting patterns which could potentially reduce the resilience of local
businesses.

4.40 A number of scenarios have been modelled to demonstrate the impact of a range of likely
growth scenarios based on existing trends, forecasts and economic strategies. These
scenarios also show the scale of change that would be required if demographic trends
were to be reversed.

4.41 The economic forecasts for York indicate that, factoring in accelerated household
formation rates, the employment-led figures range from 861 dpa based on the ELR
Scenario 2's 650 annual job growth (842 dpa) to 1,062 dpa based on past trends. These
are all lower than the level of housing need associated with the uplifted demographic
scenario as set out above.
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4.42 The implication of this analysis is to demonstrate that the demographic-based projections
would support a reasonable level of employment growth, and that no upward adjustment
is required to the demographic-based housing need figures to ensure that the needs of the
local economy can be met. Conversely, it is important to recognise that the past trends
job growth scenario (Ei) generates a level of housing need that is only marginally lower
than the demographically-led starting point (Scenario Ci after an adjustment is made for
market signals) of 1,105 dpa. Therefore, the OAHN cannot be any less than this as it
would not meet the most appropriate employment-led scenario.

4.43 Figure 5 sets out the annual dwelling need under each scenario as identified by Lichfields’
modelling work.

Figure 5 Model Outputs for the City of York: Dwellings per Annum 2017-2033

Source: Lichfields Analysis
Note: The orange boxes on the blue bars relate to the recommended uplift to address worsening market signals

Is there a need to increase housing supply to aid the
delivery of affordable housing?

4.44 The Practice Guidance makes clear that the consideration of an uplift in response to
market signals and any adjustment to take account of affordable housing need should be
undertaken as two discrete stages. The Practice Guidance® identifies six relevant market
signals that are to be considered. Not one of these relates to affordable housing need, i.e.
the specific need of those households who lack access to suitable housing (both now and

39D 2a-019-20140306

17597946v1 P37

Page 2585 of 4486



York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications Local Plan — Representations on Housing Matters

in the future). The assessment of market signals therefore does not include a
consideration of affordable housing need. However, affordable housing needs must still
be taken into account when determining OAHN.

4.45 Following the discussion on market signals, the Practice Guidance provides an overview
of how affordable housing needs are to be assessed. The section closes by stating that:

“An increase in the total housing figures included in the local plan should be
considered where it could help deliver the required number of affordable homes™.

4.46 In this regard, and as noted above, the SHMA Update (September 2017) has identified an
affordable housing need of 573 dpa. Assuming an optimistic 30% delivery requirement,
this would result in need for 1,910 dpa.

4.47 GL Hearn has not allowed for any adjustment to the identified housing need to reflect this
level of affordable housing need. We consider that this is a serious misjudgement.

4.48 Lichfields does not consider that it is adequate just to suggest that an uplift for market
signals would be sufficient to address affordable housing need. Such an approach is
contrary to the Satham Millennium, Oadby and Wigston and Kings Lynn judgments, all of
which require an additional uplift (i.e. as distinct to the market signal adjustment). It also
fails to reflect the requirements of the Framework [847] and the Practice Guidance which
clearly show the uplift for market signals to be separate to the adjustment for affordable
housing.

4.49 In order to meet the identified level of affordable housing need in full, the bottom end of
the range would need to be higher (although it is recognised that at 1,105 dpa, over half of
the City’s affordable housing need would be met). The approach of Dove J at Kings Lynn
informed the recommendation of LPEG to apply a specific level of uplift in response to
identified housing need. Whilst the implication of the Kings Lynn HCJ is that Local Plans
are not required to meet their affordable housing needs in full, in this instance, an uplift
of the OAHN by a further 10%, from 1,105 dpa to 1,215 dpa would, in theory,
go a meaningful way to ensuring that this can be achieved (based on a 30%
delivery rate).

401D 2a-029-20140306
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Integration of Student Housing Needs

It is important to note that the household projections upon which York’s OAHN is based
relate to C3 uses only, and not C2. Specifically, and of particular relevance to the City of
York, CLG’s household projections do not include an allowance for students who might be
expected to reside in Halls of Residence (termed, along with people living in nursing
homes, military barracks and prisons, as the ‘Communal establishment population”).

As summarised by CLG in its 2014-based household projections Methodological Report
(July 2016), the household projections are based on the projected household population
rather than the total population. The difference between the two is the population in
communal establishments, also termed the ‘institutional’ population. This population
comprises all people not living in private households and specifically excludes students
living in halls of residence:

“The institutional population is subtracted from the total resident population projections
by age, sex and marital status to leave the private household population, split by sex,
age and marital status in the years required for household projections.” [page 12]

This is important for the City of York, because it means that if the household projections
are used as the basis for calculating the OAHN (which GL Hearn’s methodology does), it
specifically excludes a substantial proportion of specialised student accommodation
needs.

In this regard, it is worth noting that in March 2017 GL Hearn published an addendum to
the West Surrey SHMA for Guildford Borough Council®. In that document, GL Hearn
recommended an adjustment of an extra 23 dpa be added to the OAHN of 539 dpa based
on an analysis of future student numbers and accommodation need in the Borough.

According to the GL Hearn’s Guildford analysis, there are three things necessary to
consider when determining whether there is a need to adjust the objectively assessed
housing need to take account of student growth:

. How the student population at University of Surrey is expected to change over the
plan period;

. What growth in typical student age groups is expected within the population
projections, on the basis that the CLG Household Projections model is not assuming
growth in numbers in institutions;

. The number/ proportion of students which can be expected to require housing within
Guildford, and of these what proportion might be expected to be accommodated in
halls of residence rather than the wider housing stock.

This was accepted in the Inspector’s Report dated 27t March 2019, resulting in a new
OAHN of 562 dpa. The Inspector concluded that:

“From the figure of 539 dpa resulting from the assessment of jobs-led economic
growth, the Council have made a further adjustment of 23 dpa for the growth of the
student population based on analysis carried out in the SHMA addendum. Taking
the University of Surrey’s known aspirations for growth, it is estimated that the
number of full-time Guildford-based students at the University will increase by
3,800 between 2015-34, resulting in additional migration to Guildford. Assuming
that 45% would be accommodated in the wider housing market, and on the basis of

41 GL Hearn (2017): West Surrey Strategic Housing market assessment: Guildford Addendum Report 2017
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an average 4 students per household, the SHMA Addendum calculates that this
would equate to growth of 23 additional dwellings per annum. It has been argued
that the 18 to 23 age group in the most recent population projections and mid-year
estimates includes students; but this cannot be assumed to be the case, and by its
nature Guildford is likely to be attractive to young people whether or not they are
students. It is a sound step to add this allowance for students when considering the
overall housing requirement, to ensure that there is not a significant incursion of
students into the housing market which would diminish the supply available to
others needing housing in the area.”

5.7 Given that York has a disproportionately high student population following the ongoing
success of the University of York, York St John University, Askham Bryan College of
Agriculture and Horticulture and the landmark campus development of York College, it is
surprising that GL Hearn did not follow a similar exercise to the one they undertook for
Guildford Borough Council.

5.8 Using data and assumptions gathered from the University of York, York St John’s
University and the City of York Council’'s own analysis (Housing Requirements in York,
produced on its behalf by Arup in 2015) we can make a broad assessment of the housing
needs of students in the City of York.

5.9 Table 9 presents the past four years of student headcount data for the University of York
and York St John University. Over this period the total student headcount grew by 7.2%
overall. However, whilst the University of York [UoY] grew its student population by
15.4%, York St John’s University [YSJ] lost 4.7% of its students.

5.10 Both universities experienced an expansion in full-time students but a contraction of
part-time students. The University of York gained 2,300 full-time students (15.4%) but
lost 315 part-time students (-16.4%), whilst York St John’s University gained 235 full-time
students (4.3%) but lost more than half of its part-time students.

Table 9 Recent trends in University student headcounts in York 2014/15-2017/18

2014/15 2015/16  [2016/17 |2017/18 |% Change
The University of York 16,835 17,150 17,895 18,820 11.8%
Full-time [14,920 15,210 16,280 17,220 15.4%
Part-time|1,915 1,940 1,615 1,600 -16.4%
York St John University 6,555 5,975 5,940 6,250 -4.7%
Full-time 5,495 5,180 5,355 5,730 4.3%
Part-time 1,060 795 585 520 -50.9%
Total Full Time 20,415 20,390 21,635 22,950 12.42%
Total Part Time 2,975 2,735 2,200 2,120 -28.74%
Total Students 23,390 23,125 23,835 25,070 7.18%

Source: HESA HE student enrolments by HE provider 2014/15 to 2017/18

5.11 For the purposes of this analysis, only full-time students are considered to be part of the
additional student population in York living in C2 housing, as part-time students are
more likely to be residents already living in York or commuting into the City.

5.12 The City of York Council’s 2015 Housing Requirements Study assumed (in Appendix B)+
that, following consultation with both Universities, 5% of all UoY students live at home or

42 Arup (2015): Evidence on Housing Requirements in York: 2015 update, Appendix B
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commute into York, whilst 20% of all YSJ students do the same. The 20% figure for YSJ
has recently been reiterated in the University’s 2026 strategy, where it is stated that the
University aspires to grow to 10,000 students by 2026, with 8,000 of those being “on
campus”=, This would be an increase of 3,750 students on the current figure of 6,250.

Applying these assumptions to the 2017/18 total full-time student figure of 22,950
generates a student baseline figure of 20,943 students requiring accommodation within
the City (i.e. 95% of UoY’s 17,220 FT students, plus 80% of YSJU’s 5,730 FT students).

Expected Growth in Student Numbers

In a representation submitted to the draft York Local Plan examination in March 2018#,
the University of York’s planning agents (O’Neill Associates) set out potential growth
scenarios for the university up to 2038. Of the six growth scenarios, Scenario 3, which
assumed 1.25% student growth p.a. to 2038, and Scenario 4, which assumed 1.5% growth
p.a. to 2038 were considered by O'Neill Associates to be “the minimum prudent scenarios
for planning purposes at this stage of the Local Plan”. Scenario 5, which assumed 2%
growth p.a., was also considered to be “a realistic possibility given it is at a rate equal to
half the growth the University has achieved over the last 10 years.”

The growth scenarios modelled by O’Neill Associates were based on full-time-equivalent
[FTE] students and was modelled forward from 2016/17 data. The University of York has
since released FTE student data for 2017/18 and 2018/19. Given that growth in FTE
students in the past two years has been 4.1% and 3.2% respectively, we have assumed the
higher Scenario 5 growth rate of 2% p.a. over the full Plan period to 2033 is justified for
use in this analysis. This equates to a growth of 6,069 on the 2016/17 FT student figure
of 16,280.

As set out above, the YSJU 2026 Strategy document (2019) sets out that University’s
ambition to grow to 10,000 students by 2026, a growth of 3,750 students from 6,250 in
2017/18 over an eight-year period. Using the average proportion of full-time students at
the University from the past four years of HESA data (totalling 88% of all students), this
suggests it would be reasonable to work on the basis that 8,800 full-time students will be
attending YSJU by 2026, an increase of 3,070 full-time students over eight years,
or 384 students per year until 2025/26.

After 2025/26 we have no data regarding YSJU'’s growth plans, so for the purposes of this
analysis we have fixed the full-time student number at 8,800 for the remainder of the
plan period to 2033 (i.e. zero growth post 2026).

Based on the above assumptions, the expected growth in full-time students over the 16-
year Local Plan period 2016/17 — 2032/33 equates to 6,069 for the UoY and 3,445 for
York St John (this latter figure includes one years’ growth already documented in Table 9
above, of 375 students between 2016/17 and 2017/18). This totals 9,514 additional FT
students based at the two Universities over the 16-year plan period 2016/17 — 2032/33.

Applying the previous assumptions relating to students living at home or commuting to
this generates an additional 8,522 full-time students living in York (i.e. 95% of UoY’s
6,069 FT students and 80% of YSJ's 3,445 FT students).

43 York St John University (2019): 2026 Strategy: Make the Possible Happen, page 26
4 O’Neill’s Associates Submission to York Local Plan (2018): University of York — Growth Rationale for Campus east
Extension to the South of the Lake, page 5
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Student Growth within the Demographic Projections

It is reasonable to assume that the 18-23 age cohort will represent the core student age
group, particularly for under graduates. This was also the approach GL Hearn followed in
its Guildford SHMA Update. Figure 6 illustrates that using either the 2014-based SNPP
or the 2016-based SNPP, there is limited growth within this age cohort, particularly over
the short to medium term, with growth principally occurring from 2025 onwards.

Indeed, from 2017 to 2022, the number of residents in this age group is expected to fall by
1,631 in the 2014-based SNPP, and by 798 residents in the 2016-based SNPP.

Over the 16-year plan period 2016/17 to 2032/33, the projected growth of this age cohort
is 3,118 residents (+12%) according to the 2016-based SNPP, or 2,149 (8%) using the
2014-based equivalents. In contrast, the number of full-time students attending the two
Universities in York is expected to rise by 9,514 over the same time period, of whom 8,522
are expected to live in the City, an increase of 36% on the 2016/17 figure of 32,357
attending the two York Universities. This represents a rate of growth significantly higher
than that of the age cohort in the projections.

Figure 6 Past and Projected Population Growth in York for residents aged 18-23

Source: ONS Mid-Year Population Estimates 2019/2014-based SNPP/2016-based SNPP

The Figure above includes growth in new student residents and also existing residents
who are not in Higher Education. In an attempt to separate out the anticipated growth in
students alone in the projections, Figure 7 presents the growth of residents aged 20-24+
living in communal establishments in the City of York up to 2039/41. Communal
establishments include institutional accommodation such as residential care homes, army
barracks, correctional facilities and (of particular relevancy for younger age groups)
purpose-built student accommodation (i.e. halls of residence). It is therefore highly likely
that most of the population aged 20-24 living in communal establishments can be
considered to be students living in purpose-built C2 student accommodation. The data
indicates that post 2017, the number of residents aged 20-24 living in communal
establishments is anticipated to stay constant, at 1,909 residents in the 2014-based SNPP,

4> The ONS / CLG data is grouped together in 5-year age cohorts including 20-24 and not 18-23 year olds; however, it is
reasonable to assume that the trends exhibited for this slightly older age group represents a reasonable proxy for student
growth
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and 1,879 in the 2016-based SNPP. There is therefore no change in the size of this cohort
built into either set of projections over the plan period, and so growth in the numbers of
students living in purpose-built accommodation clearly play no part in the ONS’s
anticipated population growth for York residents shown in Figure 6.

5.23 From this, it could also be reasonably inferred that the ONS projections have not factored
in the strong growth in student numbers at the 2 Universities into their projections,
whether they are likely to be living in C2 student accommodation or renting in the private
market. Furthermore, the projections suggest a lack of growth in the short-term, whilst
growth effects later in the plan period are likely to be largely accounted for by a cohort
effect rather than an increase in student migration.

Figure 7 Communal establishment population in York, aged 18-23, 2001-2035

Source: CLG 2014-based SNHP/ ONS 2016-based SNHP

5.24 The levels of in-migration of 18-23 year olds into York shown in Figure 8 further support
this conclusion. Both projections show a clear decline up to 2025/16 compared to 2017
levels, followed by gradual growth to 2031, whereupon the numbers of domestic in-
migrants to the City of York start to decline once more. This is in stark contrast to the
expected net increase in Full Time student numbers in the two main Universities, where
the main growth is in the first few years of the Plan period, suggesting that they are not
adequately reflected in the projections.

17597946v1 P43

Page 2591 of 4486



5.25

5.26

5.27

5.28

5.29

York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications Local Plan — Representations on Housing Matters

Figure 8 Internal and cross-border migration for ages 18-23 migration into York 2017-2041 vs. Anticipated Growth in
University Students

Source: ONS 2014-based SNPP/2016-based SNPP / Lichfields Analysis

Based on this analysis it is reasonable to assume that the rise in the student population
would result in additional housing need over and above the need as determined by the
2016-based SNPP in isolation.

Additional Student Accommodation Needs

In GL Hearn’s 2017 Guildford analysis, 45% of new students were expected to be living in
the private rental sector [PRS], based upon the University of West Surrey’s aspiration to
house 50%-60% of its students within student accommodation.

Appendix B in The City of York Council’s 2015 Housing Requirements Study* includes an
analysis of the proportion of both universities’ students that are living in the PRS between
2010/11 and 2017/18. Over this period the average proportion of students living in the
PRS was 56.6% of the total. This figure includes the assumptions relating to students
living at home or commuting, and so must be applied to the total additional number of FT
students, not just those living in York.

Applying this assumption to the combined university full-time student growth figure of
9,514 generates an estimated 5,385 additional full-time students likely to be living in the
wider housing stock in York over the 16-year plan period, or 337 additional students per
year.

On the basis of an average of 4 students per household (an assumption that was also used
by GL Hearn in 2017+), this equates to around 1,346 dwellings over the 15-year plan
period; an average of 84 dpa over the plan period 2016/17 - 2032/33.

46 Arup (2015): Evidence on Housing Requirements in York: 2015 update, Appendix B
47 GL Hearn (2017): West Surrey Strategic Housing market assessment: Guildford Addendum Report 2017
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Table 10 Additional student population requiring PRS dwellings in York 2016/17-2032/33

Measure Total
Additional FT students 9,514
Additional FT students living in York 8,522
Additional FT students living in PRS in York 5,385
Additional dwellings needed 1,346
Additional dwellings needed p.a. 84

Source: Lichfields analysis

Conclusion

Based on this analysis, it cannot be assumed that the growth in the 18-23 age cohort in

the latest population projections includes growth in student numbers, and therefore that
there is adequate provision for new student housing within the OAHN. Following this, it
is our recommendation that an additional 84 dpa be factored into the City of

York’s OAHN.
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Factoring in the Backlog

The Explanation to Policy SS1 of the Proposed Modifications to the City of York Local
Plan states that “Following consideration of the outcomes of this work, the Council aims
to meet an objectively assessed housing need of 790 new dwellings per annum for the
plan period to 2032/33, including any shortfall in housing provision against this need
from the period 2012 to 2017, and for the post plan period to 2037/38.” [paragraph 3.3]

According to PM21a of that document, the Update to Table 52: Housing Trajectory to
2033 to reflect the revised OAN of 790 dpa, this shortfall to housing provision equates to
32 dwellings annually between 2017/18 to 2032/33, or 512 dwellings in total over the 16-
year Plan period.

Based on the Council’s Full Year Housing Monitoring Update for Monitoring Year
2018/19 Table 6, this appears to be based on a net dwelling gain of 3,432 dwellings
between 2012/13 and 2016/17, against a requirement of 3,950 (790 x 5); therefore a 518
shortfall, or 32 annually.

The Companies have serious concerns regarding the accuracy of this calculation. It
appears that the CoYC have included a very substantial amount of C2 student
accommodation in these figures, thus reducing the amount of shortfall they include in the
annual housing target.

The Housing Monitoring reports produced by the Council seek to legitimise this approach
by referring to the PPG, which states that:

“All student accommodation, whether it consists of communal halls of residence or
self-contained dwellings, and whether or not it is on campus, can be included
towards the housing requirement, based on the amount of accommodation it
releases in the housing market...

To establish the amount of accommodation released in the housing market,
authorities should base calculations on the average number of students living in
student only households, using the published census data. This should be applied to
both communal establishments and to multi bedroom self-contained student flats.
Studio flats in mixed developments designed for students, graduates or young
professionals should be counted as individual completions. A studio flat is a one-
room apartment with kitchen facilities and a separate bathroom that full functions
as an independent dwelling”.+

Setting to one side the fact that the household projections which GL Hearn has used to
underpin its demographic modelling do not take full account of the needs of students, we
are concerned that the Council’s approach is over-emphasising the contribution this
source of accommodation is making to housing delivery.

For example, MHCLG publishes Table LT122 annually for every district in the country,
which provides a robust and consistent indication of net additional dwellings. This is
based on Housing Flows Reconciliation data that have been submitted by CoYC to MHCL
annually.

481D-3-042-20180913
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Table 11 Rate of net housing delivery in York, 2012/13-2016/17

Year MHCLG Net Housing Housing Delivery Test Council’s Local Plan Estimate
Completions (LT122) Net Dwelling Gain |+/-

2012/13 88 n/a 482 +394
2013/14 69 n/a 345 +276
2014/15 284 n/a 507 +223
2015/16 691 691 1,121 +430
2016/17 378 378 977 +599
Total 1,510 - 3,432 +1,922

Sources: MHCLG LT122, Housing Delivery Test Results 2019, CoYC Full Year Housing Monitoring Update for Monitoring
Year 2018/19 Table 6
*Difference from HDT figure

6.8 To take an example for the year 2015/16, the Council has included and additional 579
units relating to two ‘Off campus privately managed student accommodation sites’. The
CoYC’s Housing Monitoring Update for that year indicates that this includes 579 units on
2 developments, the Yorkshire Evening Press 76-86 Walmgate, for 361 units; and the
Former Citroen Garage, 32 Lawrence Street.

6.9 Reference to the latter development (planning application reference 13/01916/FULM)
indicates that not all of these units are self-contained under the MHCLG's definition:

“The new managed student accommodation will create 58 student flats (5 and 6
person flats with communal kitchen/living/dining facilities) and 303 self-contained
‘studio’ flats along with a management suite (office, common rooms etc.), laundry
and other ancillary facilities.”™

6.10 Therefore, as a best case, this site should be contributing a maximum of 315 units (58/5 +
303), not 361 units — a difference of 46 units.

6.11 Similarly, the other student development included for 2015/16 on the former Citroen
Garage (15/012440/FULM), also includes shared and self-contained flats:

“The rooms therefore take a variety of forms self-contained or with shared facilities
according to circumstances, to respect the heritage constraints and make the most
of the accommodation.”

6.12 There are also other inconsistencies with the MHCLG's data; so, for example in the
CoYC’s 2016/17 Housing Land Monitoring Report Update, Table 3 indicates that 977
housing completions were delivered net, compared to just 378 recorded by MHCLG —a
difference of 599 units. Yet only a proportion of this difference can be explained by
the C2 student accommodation, as only 152 units are attributed to this source in Table 3,
compared to 571 units from residential use class C3 approvals, plus 252 from relaxed
Permitted Development Rights. It is unclear why the MHCLG'’s figures are so different to
the Council’s, given that they are both supposed to have been provided by CoYC Officers.

6.13 To be robust, it is considered that the MHCLG's figures should be used. As summarised
in Table 12, if the Council’'s OAHN of 790 dpa is applied, the City of York has under-
delivered a total of 2,440 dwellings over the past 5 years. Annualised over the 16 years of
the Local Plan, this would require an additional 153 dpa. If Lichfields’ higher OAHN of
1,215 dpais applied, this would generate a huge shortfall of 4,565 dwellings, or 285 dpa
over the remining 16 years of the Local Plan.

4% Design and Access Statement for Walmgate Student Castle Development, ref: 13/01916/FULM, paragraph 8.02
50 Design and Access Statement for St Lawrence WMC, ref: 15/02440/FULM, paragraph 6.2.2
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Table 12 Rate of net housing delivery in York against possible policy benchmarks, 2012/13-2016/17

T Net Housing Council’s OAHN (790 dpa) Lichfields’ OAHN
Completions ‘Need’ +/- ‘Need’ +/-
2012/13 88 790 -702 1,215 -1,127
2013/14 69 790 -721 1,215 -1,146
2014/15 284 790 -506 1,215 -931
2015/16 691 790 -99 1,215 -524
2016/17 378 790 -412 1,215 -837
Total 1,510 3,950 -2,440 6,075 -4,565
?2::::':“ over 94 dpa 247 dpa |-153 dpa 380 dpa -285 dpa

Source: MHCLG LT122
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Conclusions on the City of York’s
Housing Need

The Council’s approach to identifying an assessed need of 790 dpa in the HNU is
fundamentally flawed. There are a number of significant deficiencies in the HNU which
means that it is not soundly based. The scale of objectively assessed need is a judgement
and the different scenarios and outcomes set out within this report provide alternative
levels of housing growth for the City of York. Lichfields considers these to be as follows:

1 Demographic Baseline: The 2016-based household projections indicate a net
household growth of 458 dpa between 2017 and 2033 (including a suitable allowance
for vacant/second homes. Once a suitable adjustment has been made to rebase the
projections to the (slightly higher) 2017 and 2018 MYEs, and through the application
of accelerated headship rates amongst younger age cohorts, takes the demographic
starting point to 706 dpa. However, an analysis of the MYE estimates has raised
significant concerns regarding the robustness of the international migration statistics
underpinning the 2016-based SNPP. Applying long term trends to international
migration levels into York, which are more in line with net migration into the City,
this would increase the demographic starting point to 921 dpa.

2 Market Signals Adjustment: GL Hearn’s uplift is 15%. However, for the reasons
set out above, Lichfields considers that a greater uplift of at least 20% would be more
appropriate in this instance. When applied to the 921 dpa re-based demographic
starting point, this would indicate a need for 1,105 dpa.

3 Employment growth alignment: The demographic-based projections would
support a reasonable level of employment growth at levels above that forecast by the
ELR Scenario 2 (which has informed the Local Plan) and past trends. As such, no
upward adjustment is required to the demographic-based housing need figure of
1,105 dpa to ensure that the needs of the local economy can be met;

4  Affordable Housing Need: The scale of affordable housing needs, when
considered as a proportion of market housing delivery, implies higher levels of need
well above 1,105 dpa. It is considered that to meet affordable housing needs in full
(573 dpa), the OAHN range should be adjusted to 1,910 dpa @30% of overall
delivery. It is, however, recognised that this level of delivery is likely to be
unachievable for York. Given the significant affordable housing need identified in
City of York Lichfields considers that a further 10% uplift would be appropriate in
this instance and should be applied to the OAHN, resulting in a figure of 1,215 dpa.

5 Student Housing Needs: household projections explicitly exclude the housing
needs of students living in communal establishments. Furthermore, Lichfields’
critique of the projections clearly indicates that they do not adequately reflect the
Universities’ student growth targets. It is calculated that meeting these growth needs
would equate to around 1,346 dwellings over the 16-year Plan period, at an average of
84 dpa on top of the 1,215 dpa set out above (i.e. 1,299 dpa).

6 Rounded, this equates to an OAHN of 1,300 dpa between 2017 and 2033
for the City of York. Thisis 22% higher than the MHCLG standard methodology
figure of 1,069 dpa

7  Shortfall of housing delivery 2012-2017: The Council is also making provision
for past under-delivery between 2012 and 2017. Lichfields has serious concerns
about how the CoYC have calculated past housing delivery. Based on GL Hearn’s
OAHN of 790 dpa, and applying the MHCLG delivery figures, this suggests that an
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additional 153 dpa should be added on to the OAHN over the course of the 2017-
2033 Plan period to address the backlog in full. If Lichfield’s higher OAHN of 1,300
dpa is applied, this would result in a figure of 285 dpa to be factored on top.

7.2 This allows for the improvement of negatively performing market signals through the
provision of additional supply, as well as helping to meet affordable housing needs and
supporting economic growth. Using this figure (of 1,300 dpa plus the unmet need 2012-
2017) would ensure compliance with the Framework by significantly boosting the supply
of housing. It would also reflect the Framework, which seeks to ensure the planning
system does everything it can to support sustainable development.
7.3 This process is summarised in Table 13.
Table 13 Approach to OAN for the City of York 2017-2033
Dwellings per annum (2017-2033)

Demographic Starting Point (2016-based SNHP) 458 dpa

Adjustments to Demographic-led Needs 921 dpa

Uplift for Market Signals? 1,105 dpa (+20%)
Employment Led Needs 842 dpa— 1,062 dpa
Affordable Housing Needs 1,910 dpa*

: - —

Uplift to demographic led needs for Affordable Housing? 1,215 dpa

(rounded)

Uplift to address Student Housing Needs 84 dpa

Adjusted OAHN (Rounded) 1,300 dpa

Inh.erlted Shortfall (2012-2017) annualised over the Plan 153 dpa — 285 dpa

period

Annual Target (inclusive of shortfall) 1,453 dpa - 1,585 dpa

*Based on an affordable housing net annual need of 573 dpa at a delivery rate of 30%

P50 17597946v1

Page 2598 of 4486



8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

8.6

York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications Local Plan — Representations on Housing Matters

Analysis of the Forward Supply of
Housing

Introduction

Since the submission of the Local Plan in May 2018 the Council has released an updated
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (May 2018). Unlike the
previous version of the SHLAA (September 2017), it contains a detailed housing trajectory
which sets out the anticipated delivery rates of draft allocations. The SHLAA also sets out
the assumptions used in projecting the housing trajectory including lead-in times and
build-out rates not previously available for review.

This section critiques the assumptions which underpin the housing land supply, also
reiterating points made on other components of the Council’s housing land supply which
have been carried forward since the previous version of the SHLAA. It is important to be
cautious in relation to the likelihood of sites delivering and the scale of that delivery. This
is because the purpose of the assessment is to provide a realistic view of whether there is
sufficient land available to meet the community’s need for housing. If those needs are to
be met a cautious approach must be taken.

Delivery Assumptions

Lead-in Times

Whilst housebuilders aim to proceed with development on sites as quickly as possible,
lead-in times should not underestimate inherent delays in the planning process (e.g. the
approval of reserved matter and discharge of planning conditions) as well as the time
taken to implement development (e.g. complete land purchase, prepare detailed design
for infrastructure, mobilise the statutory utilities and commence development).

The timescales for a site coming forward are very dependent on a number of factors such
as a developer's commitment to the site and the cost, complexity and timing of
infrastructure as an example. The standard lead-in times should only be applied to sites
where developers are actively pursuing development on the site and preparing the
necessary planning application. The standard lead in time should not be applied
universally and a degree of pragmatism and realism should be applied. Sites where
developers have shown limited commitment, for example, should be identified as being
delivered later in the trajectory.

Another fundamental element in calculating appropriate lead-in times relates to the size
and scale of a site. As a generality, smaller sites can commence delivery before larger sites.
Larger sites often have more complex issues that need to be addressed and require
significantly greater infrastructure which must be delivered in advance of the completion
of housing units. In some cases, the lead-in time on brownfield sites can also be greater
given the time required for decommissioning services, demolition, dealing with ground
contamination etc.

The SHLAA (2018) sets out the lead-in times which have been applied by the Council in
respect of their housing trajectory. The lead-in times are based upon evidence contained
within Annex 5 of the SHLAA (‘SHLAA Assumptions for Evidence Bases’). The Council
states that smaller — medium sites are more likely to come forward within 12 months,
larger and ‘exceptionally’ large sites are more likely to be 12-18 months at a minimum.
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The Council undertook a Housing Implementation Survey in 2015 to help draw together
information regarding lead-in times. Our review of these lead-in times suggest that the
overall conclusions do not reflect the full extent of the process from submitting a planning
application to first completions on site. The lead-in times appear to be ambitious and do
not provide a robust set of assumption to base the housing trajectory on.

Lichfields has undertaken extensive research on lead-in times on a national level with the
publication of ‘Start to Finish’st, which contains robust evidence on typical lead-in times
and build-rates. These findings are quoted elsewhere within Lichfield research such as
Stock and Flow=2 which the Council refers to within Annex 5 of the SHLAA. Whilst the
Council has referenced this research it is unclear if the findings have been considered
when formulating lead-in times. Whilst it is acknowledged by the Council that larger sites
can have longer lead-in times it is unclear if any allowances have been made for large sites
included within the housing trajectory.

Itis considered that as a starting point the Council should consider the average lead-in
times set out within ‘Start to Finish’ which are provided below:

Figure 9 Average Lead in Times

Source: Lichfields analysis, Figure 4 of ‘Start to Finish’

Lichfields has also provided commentary on lead-in times previously with the Housing
Issues Technical Paper (March 2018), which can be found at Appendix 1. This builds upon
the findings of Start to Finish to provide more localised commentary. Like Start to Finish
an approach was taken to consider lead in times from the submission of the first planning
application to the first completion on site. Table 14 provides a summary of these findings.

Table 14 Lead-in Times

Stage of Planning 0-250 units 250-500 units 500+ units
Full Planning Permission 1 year 1.5 years 2 years

Outline Planning Permission 1.5 years 2 years 2.5 years

Application Pending Determination |2.5 years 3 years 3.5 years

No Planning Application 3 years 3.5 years 4 years

Source: Lichfields

51 Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (November 2016): Start to Finish: How Quickly do Large-Scale Housing Sites Deliver?
52 Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (January 2017): Stock and Flow: Planning Permissions and Housing Outputs
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8.11 Both Start to Finish and the assumptions set out within the Housing Issues Technical
Paper demonstrate that the Council’s approach to lead-in times is not robust. There are
examples within the trajectory which we consider demonstrate that the Council’s current
assumptions are ambitious. This includes the proposed lead-in times for proposed
allocations ST14 and ST15.

8.12 ST14 (Land west of Wigginton Road) has a proposed capacity of 1,348 dwellings,
currently there is no application being determined by the Council. Assuming an outline
application is submitted in 2019 and following Start to Finish, it would be expected that
first completions would be in 2024 (5.5 years).

8.13 Similarly, ST15 (land west of Evington Lane) is a proposed new settlement with a capacity
of 3,330 dwellings within the emerging plan. There would be significant upfront
infrastructure requirements before any housing completions took place. Again, if an
outline application is submitted in 2019, and following Start to Finish, it would be
expected that first completions would be in 2026 (6.9 years).

8.14 Itis considered that the position set out above should be adopted when considering lead
in times. The Council’s current approach does not provide a realistic or robust position
when considering likely lead in times. The Council should provide clear justification if
there is a departure to these timescales.

Delivery Rates

8.15 Whilst housebuilders aim to deliver development on site as quickly as possible, in a
similar fashion to the lead-in times outlined above, the annual delivery rate on sites will
depend on a number of factors including overall site capacity.

8.16 Within the SHLAA (2018) the Council has taken the approach to apply a build out rate to
site allocations of 35 dwellings per outlet, per annum. This is applied in multiples as the
number of outlets are likely to increase. For larger schemes the Council envisage that
there could be up to four outlets after the initial infrastructure phase has been completed.

8.17 Itis considered that the Council’s approach is a reasonable starting point, however,
research undertaken by Lichfields demonstrates that build rate assumptions are more
complex. Whilst it is acknowledged that larger sites can support more outlets this isn’t
always the case and will be influenced by influenced by the size, form and housing mix of
the development. Overall market absorption rates mean the number of outlets is unlikely
to be a fixed multiplier in terms of number of homes delivered.

8.18 Lichfields has provide commentary on delivery rates previously with the Housing Issues
Technical Paper (March 2018). In our experience, sites with a capacity of less than 250
units are built out by one housebuilder using one outlet. As such, a reasonable average
annual delivery rate in York is 40 dpa for sites with a capacity of less than 250 units.
However, on sites of less than 100 units we have assumed a lower delivery rate of 25 dpa
as these sites will generally be delivered by smaller housebuilders.

8.19 Generally, in York on sites with a capacity of between 250 units and 500 units there is
often a second developer (or national housebuilders use a second outlet) delivering units
simultaneously. As such, annual delivery rates increase but not exponentially to the
number of housebuilders or delivery outlets. In our experience in the current market,
sites with 2 outlets deliver approximately 65 dpa.

8.20 Finally, on large-scale sites with a capacity of more than 500 units, there are often up to
three housebuilders or outlets operating simultaneously. As before, this does not increase
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delivery exponentially, but it can be expected that three outlets operating simultaneously
on a large scale would deliver approximately 90 dpa.

Table 15 Annual Delivery Rates

0-100 units 100-250 units 250-500 units 500+ units
Annual Delivery 25 dpa 40 dpa 65 dpa 90 dpa
Source: Lichfields
8.21 Furthermore, Start to Finish analyses build rates based on national research. Whilst the

findings shown in Figure 10 are average figures, it demonstrates that large sites do not
necessarily deliver more homes on an exponential basis.

Figure 10 Housing Delivery Rates

Source: Lichfields analysis, Start to Finish

8.22 Lichfields considers that it would be appropriate to apply the delivery rates identified
above. The quantum of delivery of units on a site can be affected by a significant number
of factors including local market conditions, general economic conditions, proximity to
competing site, housing market area, type and quality of unit and the size of the
development. There will be a number of sites in York that will experience higher annual
delivery rather than the averages outlined above but there will also be a number of who
deliver below the average also. It is therefore important not to adopt an average delivery
rate which may only be achieved by a small minority of the strategic sites.

Density Assumptions

8.23 The SHLAA (2018) (page 22) sets out the density assumptions for each residential
archetype. The assumptions are the same as those contained within the previous SHLAA
and based upon the findings of the 2014 Housing Viability Study. Lichfields has
commented on the density assumptions for each residential archetypes previously and
reiterates these comments below.

P54 17597946v1

Page 2602 of 4486



York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications Local Plan — Representations on Housing Matters

8.24 Itis considered that the proposed densities are overly ambitious and will not be achieved
on average on sites throughout York. For example, from our experience, it is not
anticipated an average density of 50dph on sites of lha+ with a gross to net ratio of 95%
can be achieved. Meeting open space requirements alone will preclude this ratio. There
will be a very limited number of examples where this density has been achieved but a
more appropriate and conservative figure should be pursued in the absence of firm details
from a developer. The gross to net ratio at most should be 85%, although this can reduce
to less than 60% for larger developments with significant infrastructure requirements.

8.25 Secondly, it is considered that a density of 40dph on suburban sites is highly aspirational
and is unlikely to be achieved across a significant number of sites. This density is
characterised by housing for the smaller households and thus not suitable for family
accommodation. Our housebuilder clients and local intelligence has reaffirmed our
concerns with the proposed average densities. Unless there is specific evidence to the
contrary the default density on suburban sites should be 35 dph.

8.26 The Council has not provided sufficient information to back up their assumptions and we
consider that these development densities should be revised downwards to ensure that
the capacity of sites is not artificially inflated. Assumptions on development densities in
the absence of specific developer information should air on the side of caution and we
consider that the details in the 2018 SHLAA are at variance with this principle.

Components of the Housing Land Supply

Allocations

8.27 The Framework (2012) stresses the intention of the Government to significantly boost the
supply of housing. As a consequence, the focus of national policy is to ensure the delivery
of housing and in that context. The Framework advises that Local Planning Authorities
should identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to
provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against housing requirements with an
additional buffer of 5% (moved forward from later in the plan period) to ensure choice
and competition in the market for land. Where there has been a record of persistent
under delivery of housing, local planning authorities should increase the buffer to 20%
(moved forward from later in the plan period) to provide a realistic prospect of achieving
the planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in the market for land
(paragraph 47).

8.28 The definition of deliverability as set out within the NPPF states that to be considered
deliverable:

“sites should be available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and

be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site
within five years and in particular that development of the site is viable. Sites with
planning permission should be considered deliverable until permission expires,
unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented within five
years, for example they will notbe viable, there is no longer a demand for the type of
units or sites have long term phasing plans. ” [Footnote 11]

8.29 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out further guidances in respect of what
constitutes a deliverable site. It states:

53 PPG Paragraph: 032 Reference ID: 3-032-20140306
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“Deliverable sites for housing could include those that are allocated for housing in
the development plan and sites with planning permission (outline or full that have
not been implemented) unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be
implemented within 5 years.

However, planning permission or allocation in a development plan is not a
prerequisite for a site being deliverable in terms of the 5-year supply. Local
planning authorities will need to provide robust, up to date evidence to support the
deliverability of sites, ensuring that their judgements on deliverability are clearly
and transparently set out. If there are no significant constraints (eg infrastructure)
to overcome such as infrastructure sites not allocated within a development plan or
without planning permission can be considered capable of being delivered within a
5-year timeframe.

The size of sites will also be an important factor in identifying whether a housing
site is deliverable within the first 5 years. Plan makers will need to consider the time
it will take to commence development on site and build out rates to ensure a robust
5-year housing supply”.

8.30 When assessing a 5-year supply position, it is important to be cautious in relation to the
likelihood of sites delivering and the scale of that delivery. This is because the purpose of
the assessment is to provide a realistic view of whether there is sufficient land available to
meet the community’s need for housing.

8.31 The Council should adopt a more cautious approach when seeking to include strategic
allocations within the five year supply. It is considered that a number of the proposed
allocations do not have a realistic prospect of delivering housing within the next five years
when applying more robust assumptions in terms of lead-in and build rates.

Sites with Planning Permission

8.32 It is now a standard approach that sites with planning permission should be included in
the supply (unless there is a good reason to exclude them) whereas sites without planning
permission should be excluded (unless there is a good reason to include them). This
interpretation is entirely logical as the absence of a planning permission is a clear
impediment to development, which is contrary to the test that land should be available
now.

8.33 As set out within the SHLAA (2018) the Council apply a 10% non-implementation rate to
extant planning permissions and site allocations identified for housing development. The
evidence which underpins the Council’s justification is set out within Annex 5 to the
SHLAA. This has been carried forward into Table PM21d of the Proposed Modifications to
the York Local Plan, albeit the Council has also included a separate table (PM21c) which
does not include the discount). The addition of the non-implementation is welcomed and
is in line with approaches taken elsewhere when reviewing housing delivery.

Windfalls

8.34 The Council’s position on windfall allowance is based upon the Windfall Allowance
Technical Paper (2017) and remains the same as the previous version of the SHLAA. The
Council clams that 169dpa will be delivered on windfall sites from Year 3 of the trajectory
(2020/21) and provides justification for their windfall allowance within the Technical
Paper.
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8.35 The Frameworks sets out the local planning authorities may make allowance for windfall
sites in the 5-year supply if they have compelling evidence that they will provide a reliable
source of supply. Furthermore, any allowance should be realistic having regard to the
SHLAA, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends.

8.36 Lichfields accept that windfalls should be included in the overall housing delivery
trajectory but only consider that they are appropriate outwith the first 5-year period.
The inclusion of a significant windfall figure in earlier years increases the likelihood of
artificially inflating the housing delivery figures in year 3 and double counting sites with
permission. It does not account for any potential delays to the build out sites with extant
consent. As such, the windfall allowance should be amended to only make an allowance
from Year 5 (2022/23) onwards.

8.37 The Council consider that an annual windfall of 169dpa is appropriate to take account of
potential delivery on sites of <0.2ha and completions on change of use and conversion
sites.

8.38 However, the figure of 169 dwellings has only been achieved four times over the past 10

years and only twice since 2012. This is during a period when the application of a very
tight inner Green Belt boundary has precluded urban edge development at a time of ever
increasing housing demand. In such circumstances it would have been an ideal period for
windfall development to increase; but it did not. There is therefore no justification for
such a high allowance.

8.39 In relation to the delivery on sites of <0.2ha, Lichfields consider that the proposed
windfall allowance is too high because tightly defined settlement boundaries in York and
surrounding settlements means there is a finite supply of sites which can come forward.
This supply has been curtailed by the change in definition of previously developed land
(June 2010) to remove garden sites. In addition, the Council started to request small sites
to make contributions towards affordable housing provision and required rural sites with
a capacity of more than 15 units to provide on-site affordable housing. This has made the
provision of units on small sites less attractive to the market. Since the policy change and
the introduction of affordable housing contributions the quantum of completions on
windfall sites in York has plummeted. As a consequence, the future supply from this
source should only consider the average completion rate since 2009/10 of 33dpa.

8.40 In relation to the delivery from conversions, the average completion figure in the past
three years is largely dependent on recent changes to permitted development rights. As a
consequence, it is considered that after an initial surge the conversion rate will revert
back to the long term average. It is likely that the optimum conversion sites will be
completed in the short term and the less sustainable and attractive office developments in
York will not be converted. As such the average conversion rate from 2007/08 to 2013/14
of 64dpa should be used.

8.41 Based on the above assessment it is considered that the proposed windfall allowance
should be reduced from 169dpa to 100dpa (rounded up from 97) which represents a far
more realistic windfall allowance over the plan period. The incorporation of this figure
would ensure that the Council’s trajectory is not artificially inflated, can be realistically
achieved and would only be incorporated into the delivery trajectory at Year 5 (2022/23)
to ensure no double counting.

54 NPPF (2019), §70
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8.42 It is considered that the Council’s information does not adequately justify a windfall
allowance of 169dpa and does not provide sufficient certainty that this figure will be
achieved over the plan period.

8.43 Therefore, in this instance we consider that it is not appropriate that the City of York
includes a windfall allowance within the first 5 years of the plan period. We reserve the
right to revise our position on windfalls if the Council prepares and releases further
justification.

Under Supply

8.44 The PPG= states that the level of deficit or shortfall should be added to the plan
requirements for the next five- year period where possible (Sedgefield approach). If LPAs
are minded to deal with the shortfall over a longer period (Liverpool method) the Practice
Guidance advises that Local Authorities work with neighbouring authorities under the
duty to cooperate.

8.45 It is stated within the SHLAA (2018) that the Council has adopted the ‘Liverpool’ method
when dealing with past under delivery. Whilst the Council state there are ‘local
circumstances’ which warrant a longer-term approach, it is not clear where the
justification is which wants the Liverpool method. It is considered that further
information should be provided by the Council which justifies a departure from
addressing the shortfall within the next five- year period.

8.46 PM21d of the Proposed Modifications sets out the Council’s latest housing trajectory
which utilises the Liverpool method. The Council states that the inherited shortfall from
the period between 2012 — 2017 (prior to plan period of Local Plan) is 518 dwellings.
Lichfields has concerns that the way in which the Council has calculated historic housing
completions, shown within table 5 of the SHLAA (2018), is flawed and is inflated through
the inclusion of privately managed off-campus student accommodation. Furthermore, in
line with both the 2014 and latest 2019 iterations of the PPG, Lichfields considers that the
Council should deal with backlog in full against planned requirements within the first 5
years of the plan period (i.e. the ‘Sedgefield’ approach to backlog).

8.47 Table 2 of this report shows past delivery against the Council’s possible policy
benchmarks for the period 2004/05 — 2015/16. It demonstrates that the inherited
shortfall is significantly higher than current accounted for by the Council. This will have
an impact on the Council’s five- year supply calculation, with the potential requirement
for more sites to be identified to meet the undersupply and the housing requirement
moving forward.

Application of the Buffer

8.48 As shown on Figure 2 of this report, the Council has a record of persistent under-delivery
over the past 10 years. Only once (in 2017/18) since 2006/07 has the Council actually
delivered more than 691 dwellings in a single year. The Council also confirms that there
is a history of under-delivery within the SHLAA (2018). In line with paragraph 47 of the
NPPF (2012) the Council should apply a 20% buffer to provide a realistic prospect of
achieving the planned supply.

8.49 In respect of applying the buffer, it should be applied to both the forward requirement
and the under-supply. This approach accords with the Framework, which suggests that
the buffer should be added to the total requirement which would, inevitably, include any

55 Paragraph: 035 Reference 3-035-20140306
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under delivery from earlier years. In this regard, the purpose of the buffer is to increase
the supply of land; it does not change the number of houses required to be built within
that period. Put simply, the buffer is not, and it does not become, part of the requirement;
it is purely a given excess of land over the land supply necessary to permit the identified
need for housing to be delivered.

Calculating Housing Land Supply

Lichfields has concerns in respect of the way in which the Council has calculated its five-
year housing land supply. Table 6 of the SHLAA (2018) and Table PM21c/d of the
Proposed Modifications sets out the Council’s assessment of its position and has projected
forward a five- year supply for the years 2018719 to 2022/23. However, the calculation
sets out a supply figure over a six- year period (2017/18 — 2022/23) as opposed to a five-
year period (2018/19 —2022/23).

It is also unclear how the Council has arrived at its proposed 6.38 years supply, including
the additional 0.38 years as a result of a remaining oversupply. It is considered that the
Council’s approach of calculating its 5YHLS does not accord with the 2014 PPG / 2012
NPPF approach to calculating housing supply. The Council must provide more detail on
how the it has arrived at the stated five- year supply figure.

For comparison, we set out below our understanding of the Council’s housing land supply
calculation for the five- year period 2017/18 — 2021/22 using data from Table PM21c and
PM21d of the Proposed Modifications to the York Local Plan. This calculation is for
illustrative purposes only and based on the Council’s completion figures without any
amendments. We have utilised the Council’'s OAHN assumption of 790 dwellings and
applied the Sedgefield method to calculate inherited shortfall.

Table 16 Five year housing land supply calculation - based on figures within SHLAA (2018)

Five year housing land supply calculation Dwelling Number

Annual housing target across the Plan period 790

Cumulative target (2017/18 —2021/22) 3,950

Inherited shortfall (2017/18 — 2021/22) 518

20% buffer 894

Five- year requirement (B+C+D) 5,362

Total estimated completions (2017/18 — 2021/22) (Figure 6) |5,346

QMmoo |wm|>

Supply of deliverable housing capacity 4.99 years

Source: Lichfields analysis

Table 17 sets out the Council’s 5YHLS for the period 2017/18 — 2021/22, based on
Lichfields’ conclusions on the Council’s housing need and inherited shortfall (2012 —
2017). The calculation utilises the Sedgefield method of addressing the full backlog, whilst
a 20% buffer has been applied and the windfall allowance has been excluded as set out
within this report. The calculation below uses the Council’s evidence base in terms of
projected completions from the SHLAA (2018) / York Local Plan Proposed Modification
updated Figure 6. Lichfields reserves the right to interrogate the Council’s supply in more
detail prior to the EiP.

Table 17 Five year housing land supply calculation - Lichfields OAHN

Five year housing land supply calculation Dwelling Number

A |Annual housing target across the Plan period 1,300

B |Cumulative target (2017/18 —2021/22) 6,500
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Five year housing land supply calculation Dwelling Number
C |Inherited shortfall (using Lichfields OAHN) 3,068

D |20% buffer 1,914

E Five- year requirement (B+C+D) 11,482

F |Total estimated completions (2017/18 — 2021/22) (Figure 6) |5,008

G |Supply of deliverable housing capacity 2.18 years

Source: Lichfields analysis

8.54 Table 17 clearly demonstrates that the Council cannot demonstrate a 5YHLS based upon
Lichfields OAHN. Furthermore, based on the Council’s own housing trajectory (updated
figure 6) they do not have an adequate cumulative housing supply across the plan period
up to 2032/33 (16,685 dwellings) to meet the Lichfields OAHN figure of 1,300 dpa
(20,800 dwellings + backlog). There would be a very significant shortfall of 4,115
dwellings even before any inherited backlog is added. This demonstrates that the Council
must identify additional deliverable sites in its emerging Local Plan.

Conclusion

8.55 Lichfields has undertaken an analysis of the SHLAA (2018) and Proposed Modifications
to the Local Plan which sets out the assumptions used to calculate the Council’s housing
land supply.

8.56 The Council states that the inherited shortfall from the period between 2012 — 2017 is 518

dwellings, based on a lower OAHN of 790 dwellings. Lichfields has concerns that the way
in which the Council has calculated historic housing completions, shown within table 5 of
the SHLAA (2018) and Tables PM21c/d of the Proposed Modifications to the Local Plan,
is flawed and is inflated through the inclusion of privately managed off-campus student
accommodation.

8.57 We consider that some of the suggested delivery rates on proposed allocations are
unrealistic and not based on robust assumptions. The evidence provided by the Council is
not sufficient to demonstrate that the housing requirement over the first 5 years of the
Plan will be achieved.

8.58 It is understood that there are a number of sites which are proposed to be allocated but
have yet to have an application submitted. In order help ensure a 5 YHLS, the Council
should demonstrate that there is a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on site
within five years. Lichfields has concerns regarding the Council’s approach to calculating
its five- year housing land supply, including the way in which the Council has calculated
historic housing completions.

8.59 Lichfields reserves the right to update the above evidence as and when further
information becomes available.

P60 17597946v1
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9.0

9.1

York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications Local Plan — Representations on Housing Matters

Overall Conclusions and
Recommendations

Conclusions on the City of York’s Housing Need

The Council’s approach to identifying an assessed housing need of 790 dpa in the HNU is
fundamentally flawed. There are a number of significant deficiencies in the HNU which
means that it is not soundly based. The scale of objectively assessed need is a judgement
and the different scenarios and outcomes set out within this report provide alternative
levels of housing growth for the City of York. Lichfields considers these to be as follows:

1 Demographic Baseline: The 2016-based household projections indicate a net
household growth of 458 dpa between 2017 and 2033 (including a suitable allowance
for vacant/second homes. Once a suitable adjustment has been made to rebase the
projections to the (slightly higher) 2017 and 2018 MYEs, and through the application
of accelerated headship rates amongst younger age cohorts, this takes the
demographic starting point to 706 dpa. However, an analysis of the MYE estimates
has raised significant concerns regarding the robustness of the international
migration statistics underpinning the 2016-based SNPP. Applying long-term trends
to international migration levels into York, which are more in line with net migration
into the City, this would increase the demographic starting point to 921 dpa.

2 Market Signals Adjustment: GL Hearn's uplift is 15%. However, for the reasons
set out above, Lichfields considers that a greater uplift of at least 20% would be more
appropriate in this instance. When applied to the 921 dpa re-based demographic
starting point, this would indicate a need for 1,105 dpa.

3 Employment growth alignment: The demographic-based projections would
support a reasonable level of employment growth at levels above that forecast by the
ELR Scenario 2 (which has informed the Local Plan) and past trends. As such, no
upward adjustment is required to the demographic-based housing need figure of
1,105 dpa to ensure that the needs of the local economy can be met;

4  Affordable Housing Need: The scale of affordable housing needs, when
considered as a proportion of market housing delivery, implies higher levels of need
well above 1,105 dpa. Itis considered that to meet affordable housing needs in full
(573 dpa), the OAHN range should be adjusted to 1,910 dpa @30% of overall
delivery. It is, however, recognised that this level of delivery is likely to be
unachievable for York. Given the significant affordable housing need identified in
City of York Lichfields considers that a further 10% uplift would be appropriate in
this instance and should be applied to the OAHN, resulting in a figure of 1,215 dpa.

5 Student Housing Needs: household projections explicitly exclude the housing
needs of students living in communal establishments. Furthermore, Lichfields’
critique of the projections clearly indicates that they do not adequately reflect the
Universities’ student growth targets. It is estimated that meeting these growth needs
would equate to around 1,346 dwellings over the 16-year Plan period, at an average of
84 dpa on top of the 1,215 dpa set out above (i.e. 1,299 dpa).

6 Rounded, this equates to an OAHN of 1,300 dpa between 2017 and 2033
for the City of York. This is 22% higher than the MHCLG standard methodology
figure of 1,069 dpa.

7  Shortfall of housing delivery 2012-2017: The Council is also making provision

17597946v1
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York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications Local Plan — Representations on Housing Matters

for past under-delivery between 2012 and 2017. Lichfields has serious concerns
about how the CoYC have calculated past housing delivery. Based on GL Hearn'’s
OAHN of 790 dpa, and applying the MHCLG delivery figures, this suggests that an
additional 153 dpa could be added on to the OAHN over the course of the 2017-2033
Plan period to address the backlog in full. If Lichfields’ higher OAHN of 1,300 dpa is
applied, this would result in a figure of 285 dpa to be factored on top of the OAHN.

9.2 This allows for the improvement of negatively performing market signals through the
provision of additional supply, as well as helping to meet affordable housing needs and
supporting economic growth. Using this figure (of 1,300 dpa plus the unmet need 2012-
2017) would ensure compliance with the Framework by significantly boosting the supply
of housing. It would also reflect the Framework, which seeks to ensure the planning
system does everything it can to support sustainable development.

Conclusions on the 5YHLS and Forward Supply of

Housing

9.3 Lichfields has undertaken an analysis of the SHLAA (2018) and Proposed Modifications
to the Local Plan which set out the assumptions used to calculate the Council’s housing
land supply.

9.4 The Council state that the inherited shortfall from the period between 2012 — 2017 (prior

to plan period of Local Plan) is 518 dwellings. Lichfields has concerns that the way in
which the Council has calculated historic housing completions, shown within table 5 of
the SHLAA (2018) and Tables PM21c/d of the Proposed Modifications to the Local Plan,
is flawed and is inflated through the inclusion of privately managed off-campus student
accommodation.

9.5 We consider that some of the suggested delivery rates on proposed allocations are
unrealistic and not based on robust assumptions. The evidence provided by the Council is
not sufficient to demonstrate that the housing requirement over the first 5 years of the
Local Plan will be achieved.

9.6 In line with the NPPF (2012) the Council should provide clear evidence that housing
completions on sites will begin within five years. It is understood that there are a number
of sites which are proposed to be allocated but have yet to have an application submitted.
It is therefore up to the Council to demonstrate that there is a realistic prospect that
housing will be delivered on site within five years.

9.7 Lichfields has concerns regarding the Council’s approach to calculating its five- year
housing land supply, including the way in which the Council has calculated historic
housing completions.

9.8 Lichfields reserves the right to update the above evidence as and when further
information becomes available.

9.9 Based on the OAHN Of 1,300 dpa identified by Lichfields, the assessment in this report
clearly demonstrates that the Council cannot demonstrate a 5 YHLS.

Recommendations

9.10 Taking into account the above matter it is considered that City of York Council should:

1 Reuvisit the evidence base which underpins the minimum housing requirement figure
of 790 dwellings, taking on board Lichfields’ analysis which sets out that the

P62 17597946v1
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9.11

9.12

York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications Local Plan — Representations on Housing Matters

Council’'s OAHN is in the region of 1,300 dpa plus the housing backlog from 2012-
2017.

2 ldentify additional housing sites to meet the significant shortfall in housing need
(between 2012 — 2017) and the higher annual requirement identified as part of the
Lichfields’ analysis of the Council’s housing evidence base.

3 Revisit the 5YHLS assumptions which the housing trajectory is based upon to ensure
they are robust and sufficient housing is identified to provide five years’ worth of
housing against requirement, plus delivering sufficient homes to meet the housing
requirement across the plan period.

Itis clear from analysis of the Council’s evidence base that the approach to identifying an
OAHN is not compliant with the Framework. The Council are not planning to deliver a
sufficient supply of housing to meet the districts OAHN as identified by Lichfields.
Furthermore, there are doubts that the housing trajectory is based on robust assumptions
and therefore the Council’s ability to deliver a five-year housing land supply or meet the
housing requirement across the plan period.

The Council should therefore revisit their housing requirement and also seek to identify
additional land to meet the housing needs of the district. In order to ensure an overall
strategy that is deliverable and sufficiently flexible to respond to change. This will ensure
compliance with the Framework by significantly boosting the supply of housing.

17597946v1

P63

Page 2611 of 4486



Page 2612 of 4486









PM:SID 587

From: Eamonn Keogh
Sent: 22 July 2019 21:17
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: Proposed Modifications - Representations on behalf of Shepherd Homes Ltd
Attachments: 190719 Local Plan Reps Cherry In SUBMIT .pdf;
Local_Plan_Proposed _Mods_Response_Form_2019 Cherry In.pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Sirs,

Please find attached a representation on the Draft Local Plan Proposed Modifications on behalf of Shepherd Homes
Ltd.

If you have any queries please get back to me.

Kind regards

Eamonn
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City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE ONLY:
Proposed Modifications D reterence
Consultation Response Form
10 June — 22 July 2019

This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will
consider comments at the Public Examination.

Using the form to submit your comments also means that you can register your interest in
speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C carefully before completing the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.

Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.
Any additional sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or
black ink.

Part A - Personal Details

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you must provide your
name and postal address.

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mrs Mr
First Name Caroline Eamonn
Last Name Scott Keogh
Organisation Shepherd Homes O’Neill Associates

(where relevant)

Representing
(if applicable)

Address — line 1 I Lancaster House

Address — line 2 I James Nicolson Link

Address — line 3 I Clifton Moor

Address — line 4 I York

Address —line 5

Postcode I YO30 4GR

E-mail Address ]
01904 692313

Telephone Number

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at www.york.gov.uk/localplan
or you can complete the form online at www.york.gov.uk/consultations

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and new evidence, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications, the
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, the updated Habitats Regulation Assessment, and other background
documents which include a Housing Needs Assessment update and an Addendum to Topic Paper 1: The
Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you
think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and
‘Sound’. These terms are explained as you go through this form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case,
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination. Additional response forms can be collected from
the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can download it from the council’s website at
www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations.
However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to consider your comments you must
provide your name and address with your response.

Can | submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood?

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence.

The Inspectors will use their own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All
examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Consultation documents?

The Local Plan Proposed Modifications document, the Sustainability Appraisal/SEA Addendum and
Updated Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) will be available for inspection at in all of York’s libraries
and City of York Council West Offices.

All supporting documents which underpin the City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications are available
to view online at www.york.gov.uk/localplan and are also available for inspection at City of York Council
West Offices and York Explore.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part B -Your Representation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)

3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your response relate?

PM2; PM3, PM4, PM5, PM 13; PM14; PM18;
PM19; PM20a to 20d, PM21a to PM21d; PM22

Proposed Modification Reference:

Proposed Modifications Document;
Document:

8,9,10,12,17,23,24

Page Number:

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal
(SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and
the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan

4. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?

Yes| | No

4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes [ ] No

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

We are not aware of any updated information that answers the points below that were made in our 2018
representations:

With regard to the duty to co-operate it may be the case the Council has consulted with neighboring
authorities, but some of those authorities have expressed concerns that have not been fully resolved.
Annex B to Agenda item 11 on the report of the Local Plan to the Council’s Executive on the 25 January
reported:

Hambleton Council: “../t [the Draft Plan] does not safequard land for development and recognises the build
out time of the Strategic sites will extend beyond the plan period. The proposed detailed boundaries of the
Green Belt offer little opportunity to accommodate the increased level of growth proposed. If the City of
York does not ensure that its longer-term development needs are met this will place pressure on area in
neighbouring authorities”

Leeds city region LEP: “York has not applied the 10% market signals adjustment as recommended in the
York 2017 Strategic Housing Market Assessment”.

Ryedale Council: Discussions ongoing

Harrogate Council: Discussion ongoing

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgédg taadd486
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Selby District Council: “Having read the SHMA Addendum, it is noted that this figure does not take into account
the level of employment growth proposed by the Local Plan.....Whilst you are confident that you can realise the
growth aspirations detailed within the Pre-Publication Local Plan within the City of York Boundary, Selby District
Council is concerned that any increases to this figure could raise significant cross-boundary issues”.

Selby Council requested additional information on Strategic site ST15 and the university site ST27 before
providing any further comments on the potential impact these allocations may have on Selby.

What these comments demonstrate is that whilst the Council may have engaged in a process of dialogue
with neighbouring authorities, it has not produced outcomes that have addressed some significant concerns
of neighbouring authorities. Indeed, at this stage the views of some adjoining Authorities are not known and
it is difficult to see how, in these circumstances, the Duty to Co-Operate has been complied with.

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ‘it for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy - the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

5. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?

Yes [ ] No E]

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1): (tick all that apply)

Positively prepared | Justified J

Effective v Consistent with y
national policy

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgédg taadd486



See attached representation document Ref: 1907.cIn.0001.lpreps.ek
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6. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard
to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to
soundness.

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text
and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support/justify your comments and suggested modification, as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the
Inspectors, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.

Proposed changes are included in the representation document included with this representation

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the
Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing D Yes, | wish to appear at the v
session at the examination. | would like my examination
representation to be dealt with by written

representation

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary:

There are significant matters relating to the Housing requirement and proposed allocations that we wish to explore in
more detail with the Inspector. We believe we can make a positive and constructive contribution to the discussion

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgaidgnadd486



Part C - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 2018 to inform the Local Plan process. We only ask for what personal information
is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy notice and we will protect it and make sure
nobody has access to it who shouldn’t. City of York Council does not pass personal data to third
parties for marketing, sales or any other commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

As part of the Local Plan process copies of representations made in response to this consultation
including your personal information must be made available for public inspection and published
on the Council’s website; they cannot be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be
available for inspection in full. Copies of all representations must also be provided to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of the submission of the City of York Local Plan.1

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2 Should you wish to be
removed from the database please contact the Forward Planning team at localplan@york.gov.uk
or on 01904 552255. Should your personal information have changed please contact us with the
correct details so that we can ensure the database is accurate and up to date. It should be noted
that the Local Planning Authority is required to retain your information during the plan making
process. The information you submit relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made
available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of the Plan.s3

Retention of Information

Once the Plan is formally adopted we will contact you to ascertain whether you wish to remain on
the database so that we may contact you regarding planning policy matters including
Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans. If you don’t respond to our
emails/letters we will remove your details from the database

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 2018, you can contact the Council’s
Data Protection Officer at foi@york.gov.uk or go to the website for the Information Commissioners
Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a complaint about
how your information has been used or how long we have kept it for, please contact the Customer
Feedback Team at foi@york.gov.uk or on 01904 554145.

Signature Date

22 July 2019

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgédg2nadd486
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INTRODUCTION

This statement is provided as a representation in response to the Proposed Modifications
to the Draft Local Plan June 2019 (the Draft Plan) on behalf of on behalf of Shepherd

Homes Limited in respect of land south of Cherry Lane, Dringhouses, York.

The detail justification for the allocation of the site for residential development is set out
in our representations made on the Publication Draft Plan in April 2018. In drafting our
representations on the proposed modifications, we are mindful that the Draft Plan is
being examined under the transitional arrangements and the relevant National Planning

Policy is the NPPF March 2012.

Table | below sets out our response to the proposed modifications and indicates, where

appropriate, additional commentary to our response can be found.

Table |- Summary of our response on the Proposed Modifications

Policies from the Plan

Proposed Modification | Response Comment
PM2 We agree with the | Updated evidence prepared
Removal of deleted | proposed modification by the Council supports the

proposed modification

PM3
Explanation of City of
York Housing Needs

We object to the
proposed modification

Our objection is elaborated in
section 2 of this
representation

PM4

Policy SS1:

Delivering Sustainable
Growth for York

We object to the
proposed modification

Our objection is elaborated in
section 2 of this
representation

PM5 -

Policy SS1:

Delivering Sustainable
Growth for York

We object to the
proposed modification

Our objection is elaborated in
section 2 of this
representation
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PMI3 -

Policy SS19:
Queen Elizabeth
Barracks, Strensall

We agree with the
proposed modification

Updated evidence prepared
by the Council supports the
proposed modification

PMI14 -

Policy SS19:
Queen Elizabeth
Barracks, Strensall

We agree with the
proposed modification

Updated evidence prepared
by the Council supports the
proposed modification

PMI8 -

Policy HI:
Housing
Allocations(H59)

We agree with the
proposed modification

Updated evidence prepared
by the Council supports the
proposed modification

PMI9 -

Policy HI:

Housing Allocations
(ST35)

We agree with the
proposed modification

Updated evidence prepared
by the Council supports the
proposed modification

PM20a to PM20d -
Policy HI:
Housing Allocations

We object to the
proposed modification

The allocations are inadequate
to meet the housing needs of
the City. Our objection is
elaborated in section 2 of this
representation

PM2la to PM21d -
Policy HI:
Housing Allocations

We object to the
proposed modification

The allocations are inadequate
to meet the housing needs of
the City. Our objection is
elaborated in section 2 of this
representation

PM22 -
Policy HI: Housing
Allocations Explanation

We object to the
proposed modification

The allocations are inadequate
to meet the housing needs of
the City. Our objection is
elaborated in section 2 of this
representation
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20

2.1

2.2

23

24

25

OBJECTION TO PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS PM3, PM4, PM5, PM20a to 20d,
PM2lato 21d AND PM

The Plan Period

The Submission Draft Plan (May 2018) proposes a | 6-year plan period from April 2017
to March 2033. For the purpose of these representations and particularly for the
purpose of calculating the housing requirement, we assume that the plan period will

remain as |6 years but with a start date of April 2019.
The Housing Requirement

We addressed the issue of housing requirement in our 2018 representations. This

section will update our position on the housing requirement having regard to:

e the proposed modification reduction in the housing requirement to 790 dwellings

per annum; and

e figures for two additional years of housing completions that have become available

since our previous representations.
In response to the proposed modifications these representations will:
e Put forward an alternative housing requirement;
e |dentify a more realistic housing land requirement

The evolution of the current proposed housing requirement figure of 790 dwellings per
annuum can be traced back the to the 10" July 2017 Local Plan Working Group (LPWG).
The officers report to that LPWG identified an annual housing requirement of 953
dwellings composed of a demographic baseline of 867 dwellings and an upward
adjustment for ‘market signals’ of 10%. The LPWG report stated that the Plan period
would run from 2012 to 2033.

On the basis of the LPWG report the housing requirement for the Plan period 2012 to
2033 was therefore 20,013 (21 x 953). The housing requirement need calculation for
the period 2033 to 2038 would be 4,765 (5 x 953). In calculating the land required to
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2.6

2.7

meet the housing requirement for the LPWG report, the Council had regard to
completions to date and unimplemented permissions. The Council also assumed a
windfall completion rate of |69dpa from year 4 of the plan 2020/21. Having regard to
completions, commitments and windfalls, the Council's estimate of the remaining housing

requirement for the Plan Period is set out in table | below:

Table 2 Council's Estimate of Housing Requirement as
presented to Local Plan Working Group on 10" July 2017

Plan period Ist April 2012 to 31* March 2033

Total Need 2012 -2033 (based on 953) 20013

Completions st April 2012 to 31st March 2017 3432

Unimplemented Permissions @ st April 2017 3,758% (3,578)
Windfalls (from Year 4) @ |69 pa** 2,197
Requirement Remaining 10,626 (10,806)

Source: Local Plan Working Group 10 July 2017
*We believe this to be a misprint and should be 3,578
** For the period 2020/2| to 2032/33

Members did not agree with the assessment of the housing requirement presented by
officers and instead set the housing requirement at 86/ dwellings per annum and that
was the figure used for consultation in the Pre-Publication Draft Local Plan in September

2017,
Local Plan Working Group January 23 2018

On the 23 January 2018, the LPWG considered the representations made on the Pre-
Publication draft plan. Members were informed that using the draft methodology for
assessing housing requirement that the Government had consulted on in late 2017, the
housing requirement for the City was estimated to be [,070 dwellings. Members were
advised that although this figure was an estimate produced by the draft methodology it

nevertheless indicated the direction of travel anticipated for national planning policy.
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2.10

2.1

Publication Regulation 19 Consultation Draft Local Plan February 2018

The Publication Draft Plan proposed a |6-year plan period with a start date of 1¥ April
2017. Thisis a change from the report to the July 2017 LPWG that assumed a plan start
date of 2012. This changes the basis of the calculation of the housing requirement.
Completions are not included in the calculation of the housing requirement as the plan
start date (2017/18) was essentially year zero in the calculation. Instead the Council

include an allowance for backlog (or under-provision) for the period 2012 to 2017/.

The housing requirement in the Draft Plan was therefore based on an annual base
requirement of 86/ dwellings to which the council has added an additional 56 units per
annum to account for undersupply in the period 2012 to 2017/ giving a total requirement

of 923 dwellings per annum

Taking account of these changes, the housing requirement as proposed in the Draft Plan

Wwas.

Table 3 Publication Draft Regulation 19 Consultation Plan
Housing Requirement (At Time of Publication)

Plan period Ist April 2017 to 31* March 2033

Total Need 2017 -2032/33 (based on 923 14,768
dwellings per annum 867 + 56))

Less unimplemented Permissions @ Ist April 2017 | 3,578

Less windfalls (from Year 4) @ |69 pa 2,197

Requirement to be provided through allocations 8,993

In addition, to ensure what the Draft Plan considers to be enduring Green Belt
Boundaries, additional land is allocated to meet the annual base requirement of 867
dwellings per annum for the 5-year period of 2033 to 2038 which effectively increases
the housing requirement to be provided through allocation for the period 2017 - 2038
to 13,328 ((8993 +(867/x5)).
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2.12 Following the submission of the Draft Plan and in response to questions from Local Plan
Inspectors, the Council commissioned another update of the OAN — Housing Needs
Update January 2019 (HNU). This update produced an OAN of 790 dwellings per
annum based on 2016 Sub National Population Projections and 2016 based Household

Projections. This is a significant reduction in OAN compared with previous estimates.

2.13 The Council’s letter to the Inspectors dated 29 January 2019 stated that the updated
OAN confirmed to the Council that the 867 dwellings per annum proposed in the
submitted Plan can be shown to robustly meet requirements. There was no suggestion

that the housing requirement was to be reduced to 790 dwellings per annum.

2.14 Table 4 below illustrates the implication for the housing requirement of the Plan period

of applying the updated OAN.

Table 4 Housing Requirement using OAN of 790 dwellings
Per annum as proposed by the Modifications

Plan period Ist April 2017 to 31* March 2033

Total Need 2017 -2032/33 (based on 790 12,640
dwellings per annum

plus 32 dwellings per annum to meet backlog 512
Total Requirement 13,152

Unimplemented Permissions @ st April 2018 3010
less 10% for non-implementation (3,345 x 0.9)

Windfalls (from Year 4) @ 169 pa 2,197

Requirement to be provided through allocations | 7,946
((13,153) -3,010 + 2,197)

2.15 We consider this (Council) assessment of the requirement remaining and the housing

allocations set out in the Draft Plan to be inadequate for the following reasons:
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2.16

2.17

2.18

() The use of 2016 population and household projections is contrary to

Government Guidance
(ii) The housing need calculation is too low;

(i) The calculation of completions since 2012 is too high (i.e. the Councils estimate

of backlog is too low)
(iv) Outstanding commitments include student housing that should be excluded

(V) Windfalls should not be include in the Local Plan Calculation

(i) The 2016 Household Projections.

The January 2019 HNU advises that the OAN for the district is /90 dwellings per annum.
This is a figure derived using the 2016 based SNPP, the 2016 based Household
Projections and the latest mid-year estimates. VWe disagree with this figure for several

reasons.

The Council's proposed modification to the housing requirement from 867 to 790 adds
further unnecessary confusion to the housing figure debate. The modification is
contradictory to the advice given by the Council in its letter of 29" January to the

Inspectors which stated that the updated SHMA work has been undertaken to:

“seek to confirm that the 86/ dwellings per annum proposed in the
submitted Plan can be shown to robustly meet requirements”,

Fundamentally, the way the OAN has been calculated is contrary to National Panning
Policy. This is confirmed by the Government in the updated Planning Practice Guidance
(revised in 20" February 2019) where Paragraph 005 Ref Id. 2a-005-20190220 states
that:

“The 2014-based household projections are used within the standard
method to provide stability for planning authorities and communities, ensure
that historic under-delivery and declining affordability are reflected, and to
be consistent with the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the
supply of homes”.
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2.19

2.20

2.21

2.22

2.23

Accordingly, whether using the “old” or “new" standardised methodology, it is clear that
the Government have rejected the 2016 projections and consequently their use in the
calculation of an LPA's annual housing requirement. From a practical point of view, given
the unequivocal stance of the updated Planning Practice Guidance, the Government is
not going to revisit and update the old guidance to make clear that the 2016 projections

have been rejected.

This is particularly the case of plans being prepared under the “transitional arrangements”
whereby Local Plans submitted ahead of January 2019 will be assessed on the basis of
the old methodology and importantly the evidence base it relied upon at that time. The
purpose of the transitional arrangements is to avoid exactly the situation the Council

have created by revisiting the OAN.

The shortcomings of the use of the 2016 population and household projections are

acknowledged in the HNU:

2.20 The main change is the period from which household formation rates trends
have been drawn. Previously these were based on trends going back to

1971 but in the most recent projections trends have only been taken from
2001.

2.2 1 It is argued that by focussing on shorter term trends ONS have effectively
locked in deteriorations in affordability and subsequently household
formation rates particularly within younger age groups in that time

In addition, the HNU highlights the pressure on house prices in the City:

4.1 As shown in the figure below, the median house price in York sits at
£230,000, near parity with England’s median value of £235,995. The City
is also more expensive than the North Yorkshire and Yorkshire and Humber
equivalents of £210,000 and £157,500 respectively.

4.2 Perhaps even more interesting to note is that lower quartile house prices in
York exceed that of England by £30,000 despite having a similar overall
median house price. Relatively higher values within a lower quartile housing
range suggests that those with lower incomes (such as first-time buyers)
feel greater housing pressure and are less likely to be able to afford a
property. (Our emphasis)

On the issues of affordability, the HNU is even more damming. [t states:
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4.17 At the median level, York has the highest affordability ratio, and thus the
least affordable housing, relative to surrounding North Yorkshire, Yorkshire
and Humber, and England. In addition, the affordability ratio in York has also
increased the most in the past five years relative to the other geographies —
indicating a significant worsening in affordability ..... (Our emphasis)

4.19 The affordability statistics and the market signals reveal that as a whole,
York is becoming increasingly more unaffordable and that a market signals
adjustment in the City is necessitated.

2.24 The HNU reaffirms the net affordable housing need at 573 dwellings per annum

2.25 The Council's reliance on the 2016 population and household projections is not only
contrary to Government guidance, but also flies on the face of the evidence
demonstrating the very high demand for housing in the face of diminishing supply. The
evidence points overwhelmingly to strong and entrenched market signals issues across
York evidenced by worsening affordability. Fundamentally the HNU promotes a low
housing requirement figure that contradicts the Government's objective of significantly

boosting the supply of housing particularly in areas of high housing need such as York.
(i) Housing Requirement

226 For the purpose of calculating the housing requirement we continue to use the

Government's figure of 1,070 dwellings per annum used in our 2018 representations.
(i) Calculation of completions - Backlog

2.27 The updated backlog table is set out below. Student completion have been excluded

for the reasons set out in our 2018 representations.

2.28 To calculate the backlog, our assessment uses the figure of 953. This is the housing
requirement figure recommend by the Council's independent Consultants, G L Hearn

for the period from 2012 in the report to the July 2017 LPWG.
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2.29

2.30

2.31

Table 5 Housing completion backlog for the period 2012-2019

Net Housing
Dwellings Less Net (;3 2017 SHMA Backlog/ delivery
Year Added. stud.ent Dwe]hng recommended Sl | t.est
(Council units units figure indicator
Figures)
2012/13 482 0 482 953 471 50.6%
2013/14 345 0 345 953 -608 36.2%
2014/15 507 0 507 953 -446 53.2%
2015/16 121 579 542 953 411 56.9%
2016/17 977 152 825 953 -128 86.6%
2017718 1296 637 659 953 -294 69.2%
2018/19 449 40 409 953 -544 42.9%
Total 5177 1,408 3,769 6,671 -2,902
(iv) Commitments

We have obtained a list of the planning permissions that make up the Council’s estimate
of un-implemented planning permissions at |** April 2018 (Appendix |). The figure of
3,345 includes 95 student units which, for the reasons stated above should not be
included in the housing provision figures. This reduces the commitments figure to 3,250.
A further discount of 10% should be applied to account for non-implementation of a
proportion of these commitments, giving a more robust figure of 2,925 dwellings for

outstanding commitments.
(iv) Windfalls

For the reasons set out in our 2018 representations windfalls should not be included in

the calculation of the housing requirement

Taking all the above factors into account, our estimate of the housing requirement

compared with the Councils estimate as set out in paragraph 3.5 above is:
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2.32

2.33

2.34

Table 6 Estimate of Housing Requirement 2019-2035

Plan period st April 2019 to Publication Draft Proposed Our
31* March 2035 Plan adjusted to Modifications Estimate
2019 start year adjusted to 2019
start year
Total Need 2019-2035 13,872 12,640 17,120
(16 Years)
(based on 867per (Based on 790 per (based on
annum) annum) 1,070 per
annum)
Backlog 896 512 2,902
(56 x 16) (32x 16)
Gross Requirement 14,768 13,152 20,022
Unimplemented Permissions 3,578 3,010%* 2925%%%
(As at 1/4/17) (As at 1/4/18) (As at 1/4/18)
Windfalls (from Year 4) @ 2,197 2197 0
l69pa
Net Requirement 8,993 7,945 17,097

*  Excluding student accommodation
#* |ncludes 10% non-implementation discount.
##* Includes 10% non-implementation discount and excludes student accommodation

It is evident from this analysis that the Council’s estimate of the housing requirement is
significantly flawed and consequently significant additional allocations are required to

address that shortfall.

In addition to meeting housing land requirement during the plan period, the Council also
have to exclude land from the Green Belt for development beyond the plan period to
ensure green belt boundaries will endure for some time beyond the Plan Period. The
Council propose to meet this objective by allocating housing land for the period 2033
to 2038. Using the Councils baseline requirement figure of 790, the requirement for the
5-year period beyond 2033 would be 3,950 dwellings. Using the Government's figure
of 1,070 the requirement would be 5,350

We have taken the table of proposed allocations from table 5.1 of the Draft Plan as
proposed to be modified. From that we have applied what we believe to be reasonable
assumptions about the potential delivery trajectory from each site based on the

information provided in the table and other sources (Appendix 2). For example, we
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2.35

2.36

2.37

2.38

assume no delivery from the British Sugar site in the first 5 years of the plan for the

reasons outlined in paragraph 2.60 above.

The allocations in table 5.10f the Draft Plan, as amended, amount to 14,440 dwellings

for a 20-year plan period. Our analysis of the allocations indicates the following rates of

delivery.
Table 7 Anticipated rates of housing delivery from
Proposed Allocations
Timescale Units Units
Years |-5 3,054
Years 6-10 4,562
Years || to 16 3,868
Sub-total |6-year plan 11,484
period
Years |7 to 21 2,448
Total 2-year period 13,932%

* Does not add to 14,985 as some site delivery extends beyond 2038

This simple analysis demonstrates that for the | 6-year Plan period the housing provision
is 5,613 dwellings short of our estimate of the housing requirement of 17,097 dwellings
(17,097 - 11,484 = 5,613). Forthe 5-year period following the Plan period, the shortfall
is 1,887 using the Submitted Plan figures ((867x5)-2448)) or 2,902 short using our figures
((1070x5)-2,448).

Five Year Supply

Our analysis above demonstrates that the housing land requirement for the | 6-year plan
period is significantly flawed. Of equal concern is the lack of supply in the early years of

'

the plan required to “...significantly boost the supply of housing...".

Our assessment of the 5-year supply is set out in Table 8 below and is in line with

generally accepted practice. The steps in our assessment are:
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I To provide a fair indication of the range of what the 5-year housing land supply
position might be, we use both the Council's housing requirement figure of 790
dwellings per annum and our assessment of the annual requirement of 1,070

dwellings per annum to arrive at a five-year requirement.

Il.  Wethen add the undersupply assessed against each of the housing requirement
figures for the period of 2012 to 2019. This is known as the “Sedgefield
Method" of calculating the 5-year supply and assumes any undersupply is made
up in the 5-year calculation period and not spread over the remaining years of
the Local Plan. This is the approach favoured by National Planning Guidance

which recommends:

The level of deficit or shortfall will need to be calculated from the
base date of the adopted plan and should be added to the plan

requirements for the next 5-year period (the Sedgefield approach).
Paragraph: 044 Reference ID: 3-044-20180913

. The Council has failed the housing delivery test for 6 of the last 7 years when
housing delivery has fallen below 85% of the 2017 SHMA requirement (See
Table 5 above). In these circumstances, National Planning Policy recommends

that a 20% buffer should be added to the housing requirement.

V. We take our adjusted calculation of unimplemented permissions of 2,925

(Paragraph 2.57 above).

2.39 Our assessment of 5-year supply is set out in Table 5 below. Ve provide 2 variants of

the 5-year supply:

e In the first calculation, our assessment assumes the supply comprises just the
existing commitments. That gives a five-year supply of 1.48 years based on the
estimate of an annual housing requirement need of 1,070 dwellings per annum and

our assumptions on backlog and commitments.

e The 5-year supply using the Council's housing requirement of 790 and their

assumption on backlog, commitments and windfall is 3.39 years.
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240 In the second calculation we have included our estimate of supply arising from the

proposed allocations from Table 7 above:

e Our estimate of supply from allocated sites in the first 5 years of the Plan is 3,045
dwellings. When this is added to the assumptions about the supply from existing
commitments and windfalls, the five years supply using the Council figures is 6.48

years and using our figure for commitments, 3.01 years.

e The scale of the deficit in land supply identified by the 5-year calculation is significant
not only in terms of the need to identify more land but also in terms of the longevity
of undersupply. By any reasonable assessment, there has been a significant shortfall

in the provision of housing every year since 2012 and for the period before that.

Table 8: Assessment of 5-year land supply
X
Assessment using Assessment using
Councils Housing Government Housing
requirement of 790 requirement of 1,070
A Requirement (5x790) 3,950 (5x1070) 5,350
Plus Shortfall
B 2012-2017 (7x32) 224 2,902
C Sub total 4,174 8,252
D 20% buffer (Cx.2) 834.8 (Cx.2) 1,650
| Towlovear ey 5009 | C+D 9902
Requirement
Foo | A (E +5) 1002 | (E+5) 1,980
requirement
Supply
G (Commitments) 3010 2925
H Windfall 338 0
I 5-year supply (G+tH) = F | 334 1.48
Allocations
: Years | to 5 S0 S0
K Potential supply | G+H+]| 6,393 5970

Potential 5-year

copply K=+P 6.38 301
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243

The calculation above demonstrates the high level of latent and unmet demand in York
and the precarious nature of the housing supply in the City. In order to achieve a balance
between the housing requirement and housing supply the requirement would have to
fall significantly. On the basis of the background evidence prepared for the Local Plan,

this scenario is highly unlikely.

Alternatively, the requirement / supply balance could be achieved by increasing the
supply for the existing allocated sites in the 5-year period. Again, on the basis of the
evidence available this is less likely. This is because a significant proportion of the draft
housing allocations are large sites that will take several years before they deliver a
significant increase in housing supply and our assumptions already assume a realistic rate
of delivery from each site. That rate of delivery is unlikely to increase without a

fundamental adjustment to the business model of housebuilders and developers.

Furthermore, adoption of the plan is at least 2 years away, if not more. In the meantime,
the only credible source of housing land supply is likely to come sites such as the site

south of Cherry Lane that can deliver houses quickly.
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3.0

3.1

32

33

SUMMARY AND SUGGESTED CHANGES TO THE PLAN

The site south of Cherry Lane is in a highly sustainable location for housing and Shepherd

Homes can confirm is available for development in the first 5 years of the plan period.

There are no overriding technical constraints that would prevent development of the
site.  The site is not constrained by any nature conservation or other planning
designations. In view of the significant shortfall in the 5-year housing supply there is an

immediate need to allocate sites that are deliverable with the first five years of the Plan.
Suggested changes to the Plan

To make the Plan Sound:

e The housing requirement figure for the Plan Period should be increased to at least

I,100 dwellings per annum

e Thesite at Cherry Lane outlined red on the plan at Appendix | should be allocated

to address the shortfall in housing supply.
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Outstanding Commitments April 2018
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|__|strensal

Stren & To| The Grange Towthorpe Road Haxby

462368

458645

Rural

10/02764/FUL

02/02/2011

145 Beckfield Lane

456893

452297

Sub-Urban

11/00454/FUL

27/05/2011

HewW

|__|strensal

Strensall

Mick

| [Hunt & NeyHuntington|Beechwood Beechwood Hopgrove

HewW Rowes Farm Bungalow Stockton Lane

Stockton ofMethodist Chapel The Village Stockton on Forest

Stockton ofChapel Farm 111 The Village Stockton on Forest

463564 454215 Rural 11/02928/FUL 09/08/2012
463789 455565 Rural 11/03113/FUL 26/04/2012
465557 455953 Small Village |12/00241/FUL 23/04/2012
465801 456231 Small Village |12/01216/FUL 02/07/2012

JW Frame (Plumbers) Ltd 9a Smales Street

Strensall | Stockton of Church Farm 84 The Village Stockton on Forest

460068

465681

451439

456066

City Centre

Small Village

2a Mill Lane

461249

452623

Urban

13/00271/FUL

13/02755/FUL

13/03153/FUL

19/04/2013

28/03/2014

18/11/2013

W

Westfld

Fulford Raddon House 4 Fenwicks Lane

Skelt/Raw

Bishopthor|Manor Farm Bishopthorpe

460029

449213

Rural

13/03403/FUL

05/02/2014

460908

452879

Urban

13/03573/FUL

17/01/2014

English Martyrs Church Hall Dalton Terrace

459313

451127

City Centre

13/03595/FUL

15/05/2014

459653

452395

Urban

13/03727/FUL

07/01/2016

Under

1 No Semi-detached houses

1x3 bed

q Date Status of Site q Total Total |Net Total
Ward Parish SITE NAME Easting Northing | Core Strategy | Applic. permission at Expiry Date of |\ gyt | capacit ini ini Type of Housing Number of Bedrooms New/ Conv/
Location Zone | Number Consent cou
Granted | 31/03/2018 v 9 9 GF/B | Site size
Loss of units F (ha) |
Under
| [Rural W [Upper Pop|Grange Farm Hodgson Lane Upper Poppleton | 455098 | 453725 Rural 04/00186/FUL | 20/06/2005 | Construction N/A 0 6 6 6 6 No town houses 2 x2 bed, 4 x 3 bed cou No GF 0.216
Under
| [Dring & Wthp Proposed New Dwelling St Edwards Close 458892 449626 Urban 17/01963/FUL 09/11/2004 Construction N/A 0 1 1 1 1 No detached house 1x3 bed New No GF 0.550
Under
| [Mick |All Saints Church North Street 460054 451755 City Centre  |05/00048/FUL | 20/03/2009 | Construction N/A 0 3 3 3 2 No town houses, 1 No flat 1 x 1 bed flat, 2 x 2 bed town houses New No |BF 0.161
Under
Huntington|59 The Old Village Huntington 461707 456309 Sub-Urban _ |05/01581/FUL 21/04/2006 Construction N/A 0 1 1 1 1 No detached house 1x4 bed New No GF 0.026
Under
| [Heslington|Heslington|Enclosure Farm Main Street Heslington 462858 450298 Sub-Urban  [07/01046/FUL 13/08/2007 Construction N/A 1 3 2 2 1 No detached house, 1 No detached Bungalow 1 x 6 bed det house, 1 x 2 bed det bung Ccou No 0.223
Under
Mick Moat Hotel Nunnery Lane 459990 451279 Urban 08/01049/FUL 15/07/2008 Construction 1 No flats 1x2 bed 0.069
Under
Earswick |Store Adj to 45 The Village Earswick 461673 457200 Small Village |08/02677/FUL 24/03/2009 Construction 1 No detached house 1 x4 bed

Yes (demolish -1)

2 No detached bungalows

1x3, 1x4 bed

Construction

1 No town house

1x2 bed

Construction 1 No town house 1x3 bed 0.080
Under

Construction N/A 0 5 5 4 5 No Flats 5 x 1 bed Conv Yes -1 0.079
Under

Construction N/A 0 2 2 2 2 No town houses 2 x 2 bed Ccou No GF 0.100
Under

Construction N/A 0 1 1 1 1 No detached house 1x5 bed Ccou No GF 0.093
Under

Construction N/A 0 1 1 1 1 No detached house 1x7 bed New No |BF 0.076
Under

Construction N/A 0 1 1 1 1 No town house 1x3 bed Ccou No GF 0.055
Under

Under

Construction N/A 1 2 1 1 1 No detached houses 1x3 bed New No GF 0.320
Under

Construction N/A 0 3 3 3 3 No flats 1x1&2x2bed New No BF 0.024
Under

Construction N/A 0 1 1 1 1 No town house 1x4 bed Ccou No GF 0.010
Under

Construction N/A 1 No detached house 1x1bed 0.015
Under

Construction N/A 4 No flats 1x1&3x3bed

4 x 5 bed town houses, 1 x 6 bed detached
Not yet started | 07/01/2019 4 No town houses, 1 No detached house house

Won on appeal Under
Rural W__|Copmanthd 105 Temple Lane Copmanthorpe 457748 446020 14/00099/FUL | 22/10/2014 | Construction N/A 1 No detached bungalow 1 x3 bed Conv BF | 0.170

Upper Pop|37 Station Road Upper Poppleton

Mar-Stan Temple Lane Copmanthorpe

Won on Appeal Under
460846 449312 Sub-Urban__[14/00613/FUL |  26/11/14 Construction N/A 0 1 1 0|1 No detached house 1 x5 bed New yes (demolish -1 0.940
Under
455892 453757 Large Vilage |14/00920/FUL | 26/08/2014 | Construction N/A 0 1 1 0|1 No detached house 1 x4 bed New Yes (demolish -1 0.100
458081 445880 Rural 17/00248/FUL | 19/04/2017 | Notyet started | 19/04/2020 1 No detached bungalow 1x3 bed yes (demolish -1 0.170

it
Skelton Del Monte Skelton Park Trading Estate Skelton

G1 Newbury Avenue

456799 455860 Village 14/01478/0UT!I 09/03/2016 Not yet started 09/03/2019 0 60 60 60 Not yet confirmed Not yet confirmed New No
457830 450303 Urban 14/01517/GRG3| 08/10/2014 Not yet started 08/10/2017 0 9 9 9 9 No flats 1x1,8x2bed New No
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Not yet started 09/01/2018 6 6 6 6 No flats 2 x 1,4 x2 bed Conv. No BF 0.150
Under

Construction N/A 3 3 3 3 No town houses 3 x 2 bed New No BF 0.050
Under

Construction N/A 14 14 14 14 No flats 2 x 1, 12 x 2 bed New No BF 0.127
Under

Construction N/A 2 2 2 2 No town houses 1x1,1x2bed cou No BF 0.020
Under

Construction N/A 1 1 1 1 No detached house 1x2 bed Conv. No BF 0.040
Under

Construction N/A 1 1 1 1 No detached house 1 x4 bed cou No GF 0.040

Not yet started 06/02/2021 1 1 0 1 No detached house 1x3 bed New yes (demolish -1 0.214
Under

Construction N/A 1 1 1 1 No detached house 1 x4 bed Conv. No 0.380
Under 2x1,1x2 bed flats, 1 x 2 bed detached

Construction N/A 4 4 4 3 No flats, 1 No detached house house COU/New _|No 0.020
Under

Construction N/A 1 1 1 1 No town house 1x3 bed cou No 0.010

Not yet started | 04/03/2020 3 3 3 3 No town houses 3 x 2 bed COou No GF 0.100
Under

Construction N/A 1 1 1 1 No flat 1x 1 bed cou No BF 0.013
Under

Construction N/A 1 1 1 1 No flat 1 x 2 bed COouU No BF 0.015

Not yet started | 23/04/2018 1 1 1 1 No flat 1x 1 bed
Under

Construction N/A 1 1 0 1 No detached bungalow 1 x 3 bed Yes (demolish -1

Under
Construction

N/A

1 No detached bungalow

1x3 bed

No

0.010

|__|Fisher 1-12 Kensal Rise 460937 450731 Urban 14/01857/FUL 09/01/2015
Hax & Wi The Memorial Hall 16 The Village Haxby 460834 458229 Large Village |14/01982/FUL 09/01/2015
Raw & Cliff{Rawcliffe_|North Lodge Clifton Park Avenue 458481 453848 Sub-Urban _ |16/01173/FULM| 02/12/2016
Guilhl 1 Paver Lane 460893 451554 City Centre _[17/01637/FUL 15/09/2017

306 Tadcaster Road 458910 450128 Urban 14/02074/FUL 15/09/2016

| |Wheldrake|Wheldrake|Wheldrake Hall Farm 6 Church Lane Wheldrake 468350 444879 Rural 17/00636/ABC 15/05/2017.
Bishopthor|Bishoptho 459846 447665 Rural 17/02304/FUL 06/02/2018

|__|Rural W__|Nether PofBarn South of Greystones Church Lane Nether Poppletd 456327 454999 Large Village |14/02531/FUL 08/01/2015

| [Mick Villa Italia 69 Micklegate 459918 451604 City Centre _[14/02546/FUL 13/11/2015
Bishopthor|Bishopthor|Manor Farm Bishopthorpe Road 460029 449213 Rural 14/02859/ABC3| 05/02/2015
0S Field 2424 Wisker Lane Earswick 463262 457225 Rural 15/00060/ABC3|  04/03/2015

| |Westfld Co-op 47 York Road Acomb 457658 451434 Urban 15/00238/FUL 02/07/2015
Heworth First Floor Flat 126 Haxby Road 460604 453218 Urban 15/00254/FUL 07/04/2015

| |Holgate Direct Workwear 158 Poppleton Road 458152 452144 Urban 15/00385/FUL 23/04/2015

OS Field 0005 Sutton Road Wi 459033 460295 Rural 15/00449/FUL 14/05/2015
Wheldrake|Elvington | The Barn Dauby Lane Elvington 469492 448599 Rural 15/00638/ABC3| 19/05/2015
Fisher Friars Rest Guest House 81 Fulford Road 460840 450812 15/00677/FUL 17/06/2015

| |Rural W 107 Main Street Askham Bryan 455114 448357 Small Village |15/00889/FUL 24/06/2015

Wheldrake| Pear Tree Cottage 459857 445562 Small Village |15/01037/FUL 22/10/2015

Not yet started

Under
Construction

17/06/2018

N/A

1 No town house

1 No detached house

1 x 5+ bed

1x4 bed

Under

Construction

1 No detached house

2 No detached bungalows

1x4 bed

2 x 3 bed

0.100

1x3 bed

[ |Heworth Former Londons 31a Hawthome Grove 461290 452513 Urban 17/00088/FULM| 31/07/2017 Cor:Jer‘:Jirlion N/A 10 10 10 10 No flats 8x1,2x2bed Ccou No BF 0.070
| [Wheldrake|Elvington [Oak Trees Elvington Lane Elvington 468469 448239 Rural 17/01376/REM 16/08/2017 Not yet started 16/08/2019 1 1 1 1No detached bungalow 1 x4 bed New No BF 0.780
| [Hunt & NeyNew EarswLand to North and West of 41 & 43 Park Avenue New E{ 460636 456038 Sub-Urban__ |15/01390/FUL 11/02/2016 Conusr(\:lir(ion N/A 1 1 1 1 No detached house 1 x4 bed New No GF 0.115
| |Hax & Wig{Haxb Vacant Land South of 39 Sandringham Close Haxby 460281 457055 Large Village [17/00614/FUL 16/06/2017 Conusr(\:ﬁ:r(ion N/A 1 1 1 1 No detached bungalow 1x3 bed New No GF 0.043
| [Hax & Wig{Wigginton |Wigginton Grange Farm Corban Lane Wigginton 458978 458765 Rural 15/01441/FUL 07/09/2015 Cor:JSr(‘:Jecr(ion N/A 1 1 0 1 No detached house 1 x 6 bed New Yes (demolish -1 BF 0.013
| [Strensall |Stockton ofChurch Farm 84 The Village Stockton on Forest 465681 456066 Small Village |15/01446/FUL 25/02/2016 Conusr(\:ﬁ:r(ion N/A 3 3 3 3 No detached houses 1x3,2x4bed New No GF 0.170
| [Guilhl 6 Peckitt Street 460362 451464 City Centre _ |15/01447/FUL 14/09/2015 Not yet started 14/09/2018 1 1 1 1 No town house 1 x4 bed Ccou No BF 0.010

Guilhl Barry Crux 20 Castlegate 460414 451605 City Centre  |15/01522/FUL 22/01/2016 Not yet started 20/01/2019 2 2 2 2 No flats 1x1,1x2bed [fe]V] No BF 0.023
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| |cuih

| |cifton

Site to Rear of 22a Huntington Road

460940

452668

15/01752/FUL

Mick

5 Cherry Hill Lane

Melbourne Hotel 6 Cemetery Road

460279

460935

451139

450963

Urban

Urban

Macdonalds 19-22 Fossgate

460567

451766

City Centre

460061

452367

City Centre

Rural W 452908 451529 15/01808/FUL 11/12/2015
[ |Guilhl Fire Station 18 Clifford Street 460360 451493 City Centre |15/02155/FULM| 02/09/2016
| [Mick Car Parking Area Holgate Road 459499 451253 City Centre _[15/02295/FUL 01/03/2016
|___|Fulford & HHeslington |24 Main Street Heslington 462856 450204 Sub-Urban _ |15/02532/FUL 23/05/2016

St Marys Hotel 16-17 Longfield Terrace 459633 452211 Urban 15/02544/FUL 05/01/2016

15/02576/FUL 23/03/2016

15/02739/FUL 01/04/2016

15/02760/FUL 05/02/2016

17/01546/FUL 23/01/2018

Under
Under
Osbaldwik {Kexby Woodhouse Farm Dauby Lane Kexb) 468905 449631 16/02558/FUL 16/01/2017 Construction N/A 1 No semi-detached bungalow 1x 3 bed Conv 0.086

| |Mick

Strensall _|Earswick |Fossbank Boarding Kennels Strensall Road 461850 457772 Rural 16/02792/0UT | 07/02/2017

Heworth Wall to Wall Ltd 71 East Parade 461494 452574 Urban 15/02878/FUL 02/03/2016
|__|Raw & CliffRawcliffe |Site to Side of 2 Holyrood Drive fronting onto Manor Lanq 457981 455023 Sub-Urban _ [16/02230/FUL /2017 Won on a
| [Mick Hudson House Toft Green 459759 451619 City Centre _ |17/00576/FULM| 23/08/2017
| [Mick 23 Nunnery Lane 459930 451281 Urban 16/00123/FUL 23/03/2016
| [Mick 14 Priory Street 459883 451464 City Centre _[16/00261/FUL 17/05/2016
[ |Guilhl Marygate Orthodontic Practice 64 Marygate 459784 452144 City Centre _[16/00500/FUL 03/05/2016

Strensall_|Stockton of Carlton Cottage Old Cariton Farm Common Lane Warthil 467176 456592 Rural 16/02604/FUL 04/01/2017

02/10/2015

Not yet started

Not yet started

02/10/2018

2 No semi-detached houses

11/12/2018

2 x 2 bed

1 No detached house

1 x5 bed

4 No flats, 2 No town houses

Under

Construction N/A 6 6 6
Under

Construction N/A 5 5 5

1 No flat, 4 No town houses

Not yet started

23/01/2021

1x1 &3 x2 bedflats, 2 x 3 bed town houses

Under
Construction N/A 14 14 14 7 No town houses, 7 No flats 5x2, 2 x3 bed flats, 7 x 4 bed town houses _|New No 0.140
Not yet started 01/03/2019 6 6 6 6 No flats 6 x 1 bed New No 0.032
Under
Construction N/A 1 1 -1 1 No town house 1x6 bed Conv. Yes -1 0.057
Not yet started 05/01/2019 2 2 2 2 No town houses 1x3,1x4bed cou No
Not yet started | 23/03/2019 2 No semi-detached bungalows 2 x 1 bed

COU/New _|No

1x 1 bedflat, 1 x2 & 3 x 3 bed town houses

cou

0.116

14 No flats

13 x1,1x2 bed

Not yet started 07/02/2020 4 4 4 4 no detached houses 2 x 3,2 x5 bed
Not yet started 02/03/2019 1 1 1 1 No detached bungalow 1x2 bed
Under
Construction N/A 4 4 4 |4 No semi-detached houses 4 x 3 bed
Under
Construction N/A 127 127 127|127 No Flats 49 x 1,73 x 3, 5 x 3 bed
Under
Construction N/A 1 1 1 1 No flat 1x2 bed
Under
Construction N/A 2 2 1 2 no flats 1x2, 1x3bed
Not yet started 03/05/2019 1 1 1 1 No town house 1 x4 bed
Under
Construction N/A 1 1 1 1 No detached house 1 x 2 bed

2 Custance Walk 459982 451232 Urban 16/01011/FUL 19/09/2016 19/06/2016 19/09/2019 4 4 2 4 No flats 4 x 1 bed
| |Westfld Mustgetgear Ltd 43 Front Street Acomb 457306 451280 Sub-Urban _ [16/01014/FUL 21/06/2016 | Not yet started | 21/06/2019 2 2 2 2 No flats 2 x 1 bed
Under
Guilhl Stonebow House The Stonebow 460548 451853 City Centre {16/01003/FUL 10/10/2016 Construction N/A 5 No flats 1x1,4x3bed
[ |Guilhl Crook Lodge 26 St Marys 459732 452301 City Centre [16/01177/FUL 30/06/2016 | Not yet started | 30/06/2019 1 1 1 1 No town house 1x7 bed
Under
|___|CopmanthdCopmanthd 134 Temple Lane Copmanthorpe 457935 445895 Rural 16/01185/FUL 08/07/2016 Construction N/A 2 2 2 2 No semi-detached houses 2 x 1 bed Conv. No BF 0.100
Fisher Flat 1 8 Wenlock Terrace 460788 450439 Urban 16/01188/FUL 05/07/2016 | Not yet started | 05/07/2019 9 9 4 9 No flats 9 x 1 bed Conv. Yes -5 BF 0.020
o || P S e Lo
Guilhl Herbert Todd & Son Percys Lane 460925 451611 City Centre  [16/01263/FULM| _26/08/2016 Construction N/A 38 38 38 26 No Flats 12 No Town Houses houses New No 0.160
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Rural W__|Rufforth & [Rufforth Aerodrome Bradley Lane Rufforth 453699 450614 16/01303/REM [ 02/08/2016 | Not yet started | 20/05/2019 1 No detached house 1 x4 bed *not yet confirmed

Under
Garage Court Agar Street 460799 452375 City Centre _[16/01469/FUL 10/08/2016 Construction N/A 3 No town houses 3 x2bed

Acomb Jewellers 10 Acomb Court Front Street 457516 451411 Sub-Urban _ |16/01497/FUL 24/08/2016 | Not yet started | 24/08/2019 1 No flat 1x1 bed

1440 Malton Road Rural 16/01622/FUL 21/09/2016 | Not yet started | 21/09/2019 1 No detached House 1 x4 bed

2 No semi-detached houses 2 x 2 bed Yes (demolish-1) _|GDN/J
3 No detached houses 2 x5, 16 bed Yes (demolish -1 GDN/
|__|Guikhi 26-30 Swinegate 460384 451954 City Centre_[16/01532/FUL | 07/10/2016 _| Not yet started | 07/10/2019 0 8 8 8 [8Noflats 3x1,5x2bed cou No BF | 0058
|__|Holgate 128 Acomb Road 458099 451433 Urban 16/00680/FUL | 04/11/2016 Ccr:irt‘:fcrﬁon N/A 0 10 10 10|10 Noflats 6x 1,4 x2 bed cours No BF | 0042
|__|Guikhi 51 Huntington Road 460923 452849 Urban 16/01835/FUL | 04/11/2016 | Notyet started | 04/11/2019 0 1 1 1|1 Notown house 1x3 bed New No BF | 0018
Rural W__|Askham Br{Brackenhill Askham Bryan Lane Askham Bryan 456117 449308 Rural 18/00061/FUL | 28/03/2018 | Not yet started | 28/03/2021 1 No detached bungalow 1 x3 bed New No BF | 0.140
Sandburn Farm Malton Road Stockton on Forest 466473 459174 Rural 16/02305/ABC3| 15/12/2016 | Notyet started | 16/12/2021 0 2 2 2|2 No detached houses 1x3,1x5 bed cou No GF | 0.140
|__|RuralW_|Hessay _|Glebe farm Hessay to Moor Bridge Hessay 451559 453294 Rural 16/02202/FUL | 28/11/2016 | Notyet started | 28/11/2019 0 2 2 2|2 No semi-detached houses 2 x 3 bed New No GF_| 0.20
|__|RuralW__|Upper Pop|Dutton Farm Boroughbridge Road 453611 453981 Rural 17/00501/FUL _}/2017 Won on a| Not yet started | 20/11/2020 0 1 1 1|1 Nodetached house 1 x5 bed New No GF_| 0900
|__|OsbaldwicHDunningtof The Bams Manor Farm Elvington Lane Dunningto 465308 451422 Rural 17/01478/FUL | 16/08/2017 Conl.;rl‘::::’lion N/A 1 3 2 2 |2Notown houses 2 x 4 bed cou No GF_| 0.150
Land to South of 41 Park Avenue New Earswick 460655 456028 Sub-Urban__[17/00200/FUL | 25/07/2017 | Notyet started | 25/07/2020 0 1 1 1|1 Nodetached house 1x3 bed New No GF | 0049
|__|Guikhi Santader 19 Market Street 460340 451795 City Centre__[16/01940/FUL | 01/12/2016 _| Not yet started | 01/12/2019 0 1 1 1 [1Noflat 1x2bed cou No BF | 0013
|__|Guikhi Rowntree Wharf Navigation Road 460835 451729 City Centre _|17/01888/FUL_| 06/12/2016 ConUsrl‘:JZion N/A 28 39 11 11|11 Noflats 11x 1 bed cou No BF | 0475
|__|Guikhi Rowntree Wharf Navigation Road 460835 451729 City Centre _|17/01905/FULM| _04/12/2017 ConUsrl‘:JZion N/A 0 14 14 14|14 Noflats 14 x 1 bed cou No BF
|__|Guikhi Granville House 21 Granville Terrace 461386 451468 | City Centre Ext2 [16/02152/FUL | 01/12/2016 ConUsrl‘:JZion N/A 0 3 3 3 |3Nofiats 2 x 1, 1x 2 bed flats Conv No BF | 0015
|__|Guikhi The Art Shack 4-6 Gillgate 460126 452280 City Centre_[15/02517/FUL | 08/12/2016 | Notyet started | 08/12/2019 0 4 4 3 |4Nofats 2x 1,22 bed COU/Conv_|Yes -1 BF | 0037
Hax & Wig{Haxby 107 York Road Haxby 460841 457472 Large Vilage [16/01374/FUL | 06/01/2017 ConUsrl‘:JZion N/A 0 1 1 0|1 No detached house 1x3 bed New Yes (demolish -1 BF | 0.100
Fulford & HFulford__|Fishergate County Garage 14 Heslington Lane 460996 449432 Sub-Urban__|16/02665/FUL_| 16/01/2017 Conusrl‘:JZion N/A 1 No town house 1 x4 bed

Under

459049 454891 Sub-Urban __ |16/01533/FUL 18/01/2017 Construction 3 No town houses
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Coal Yard 11 Mansfield Street

460990

459832 451541 City Centre _[17/02625/FUL 12/02/2018

464324 456410 Rural 16/01561/FUL 03/04/2017

| |Fulford & H 464121 446360 Rural 17/00411/0UT 19/05/2017
| |Hunt & Nex 461804 455516 Sub-Urban _ [15/02677/FUL 27/06/2017
Farm Hull Road Dunnington 468309 451491 Rural 17/01088/FUL 04/07/2017

|___|Clifton St Raphael Guest House 44 Queen Anne's Road 459724 452497 Urban 17/00331/FUL 04/04/2017
|___|CopmanthdCopmanthd27 Horseman Lane Copmanthorpe 456403 447226 Village 17/00055/FUL 06/04/2017
|__|Rural W |Askham Br|110 Main Street Askham Bryan 454943 448369 Small Village |17/00718/FUL 25/05/2017
[ |Guilhl Pizza Hut Ltd 10 Pavement 460479 451774 City Centre _[17/00835/FUL 09/06/2017
Raw & CIW‘CIW{OH Witl| Buildmark House George cayley Drive 459205 454817 Sub-Urban _ |17/00732/FUL 09/06/2017
|__|Clifton 24 Filey Terrace 460122 453206 Urban 17/00909/FUL 13/06/2017
| |Dring & Wthy Aldersyde House Aldersyde 458345 449101 Sub-Urban _ |16/02511/FUL 14/06/2017
Gl Hill Giftware Ltd 46 Goodramgate 460462 452098 City Centre _[17/00321/FUL 19/06/2017
Fisher 134 Lawrence Street 461610 451316 Centre Ext 2|17/01045/FUL 20/06/2017

Won on Appeal

[ |Guilhl Hilary House St Saviours Place 460665 451993 City Centre _[16/00701/FUL 22/06/2017
[ [Mick 198 Mount Vale 459193 450768 Urban 17/00716/FUL 30/06/2017
| |Fulford & HFulford Cemetery Lodge Fordlands Road 461279 448653 Rural 17/00861/FUL 25/07/2017
[ |Guilhl G&G Fisheries 64 Clarence Street 460335 452740 Urban 17/01237/FUL 26/07/2017
|__|Wheldrake|Elvington |Home Lea Elvington Lane Elvington 467908 448792 Rural 17/00712/FUL 18/08/2017
|__|Clifton Bedingham & Co 1b Street 459965 452903 Urban 17/01600/FUL 25/08/2017

Strensall _|Stockton ojGarage at 30 The Limes Stockton on Forest 465422 455752 Small Village |17/01418/FUL 25/08/2017

- Stockton ofHermitage Farm House Malton Road Stockton on Forest] 465208 457733 Rural 17/01016/FUL 31/08/2017
[ |Guilhl 12 Castlegate 460398 451619 City Centre [17/01562/FUL 04/09/2017
| |Fulford & HFulford Former Saxon House 71-73 Fulford Road 460813 450842 Urban 15/02888/FUL 14/09/2017

Bishopthor|Bishopthor| Cavendish Jewellers Ltd Garth Cottage Sim Balk Lane 459095 447979 Rural 17/01182/FUL 11/08/2017
[ |Guilhl First Floor Flat 24 Gillygate 460160 452324 City Centre [17/01451/FUL 20/09/2017
|__|Clifton 2 Ratcliffe Street 459977 453314 Urban 17/01787/FUL 26/09/2017
| |Westfld Wards Newsagents 45 York Road Acomb 457664 451436 Urban 17/01608/FUL 29/09/2017
[ |Guilhl Monkgate Guest House 65 Monkgate 460786 452476 City Centre _[17/01596/FUL 03/10/2017
|__|Fisher Aima House 15 Alma Terrace 460764 450524 Urban 17/01763/FUL 31/10/2017

7x1,3x5, 13 x6 bed

Under
Construction N/A 6 6 5 6 No flats 2 x 1,4 x2 bed Conv/New |Yes -1
Not yet started 03/04/2020 1 No detached house 1 x4 bed New 0.189
Not yet started 19/05/2020 1 1 1 1 No detached house 1x2 bed cou No GF 0.055
Not yet started | 27/06/2020 5 5 5 5 No detached houses 2 x 3 bed, 3 x4 bed COU/New _|No GF 0.280
2 x 4 bed detached houses, 1 x 2 bed
Not yet started | 04/07/2020 3 3 3 2 No detached houses, 1 No detached bungalow detached bungalow cou No GF 0481
Not yet started 04/04/2020 1 1 1 1 No town house 1 x5+ bed cou No 0.013
Under
Construction N/A 1 1 0 1 no detached house 1 x4 bed New 0.083
Not yet started | 25/05/2020 1 1 0 1 No detached house 1x5 bed New 0.205
Not yet started 09/06/2020 8 8 8 8 No flats 8 x 1 bed cou No 0.029
Not yet started 09/06/2020 8 8 8 8 No flats 4 x 1,4 x 2 bed New No
Under
Construction N/A 2 2 1 2 No flats 1x1,1x2bed Conv. Yes -1
Not yet started 14/06/2020 2 2 2 2 No town houses 2 x 2 bed Conv. Yes -1
Not yet started 19/06/2020 1 1 1 1 No flat 1x3 bed cou No
Not yet started | 20/06/2020 2 No flats 2 x 2 bed No
2 No semi-detached houses, 1 No detached 2 x 3 bed semi-detached houses and 1 x 2 bed
bungalow |detached bungalow Yes (demolish -1)
5 x 1 bed flats, 2 x 2 bed semi-detached
5 No flats, 2 No semi-detached bungalows bungalows Yes (demolish -1

Not yet started | 22/06/2020 1 1 1 1 No flat 1x3 bed Conv.

Not yet started 30/06/2020 1 1 1 1 No flat 1x 1 bed Conv.

Not yet started | 25/07/2020 1 1 0 1 No flat 1x 1 bed COU/Conv
Under

Construction N/A 2 2 2 2 No flats 2 x 1 bed New
Under

Construction N/A 1 1 1 1 No detached bungalow 1x2 bed cou

Not yet started | 25/08/2020 2 2 2 2 No flats 2 x 1 bed cou

Not yet started | 25/08/2020 1 1 1 1 No detached bungalow 1x2 bed New

Not yet started 31/08/2020 1 1 0 1 No detached house 1 x4 bed New
Under

Construction N/A 3 3 -6 3 No town houses 2 x3, 1x5bed Conv.
Under

Construction N/A 10 10 10 10 No flats 5x1,4x2,1x3bed cou

Not yet started 11/08/2020 1 1 1 1 No detached house 1x3 bed cou

Not yet started | 20/09/2020 3 3 2 3 No flats 1x1,2x2bed Conv.

Not yet started | 26/09/2020 1 1 1 1 No detached bungalow 1 x 1bed New
Under

Construction N/A 3 2 2 2 No flats 2 x 1 bed Conv.

Not yet started 03/10/2020 1 1 1 1 no town house 1x6 bed cou No

Not yet started 31/10/2020 7 7 6 7 No flats 1x1,6x2bed COU/Conv__|Yes -1 0.041
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| |cuih

| |Westfld
| |ciifton
| |Guihi
| |ciifton

| |Mick

Guilhl

The Fleeting Arms 54 Gillyga

The Falcon Tap 94 Micklegate

460219

459435

452399

453903

City Centre

Urban

17/00580/FULM|

17/02119/FUL

459842

451594

City Centre

17/01468/FULM|

06/10/2017

08/11/2017

13/11/2017

Rear of 25 Bootham

460080

Woodstock Lodge Corban Lane Wigginton

456123

452317

City Centre

17/01445/FUL

459074

Rural

17/01702/FUL

15/11/2017

17/11/2017

|4 Bridge Street

460163

451623

City Centre

17/01816/FUL

24/11/2017

Holmlea Guest House 6 Southlands Road

460032

450734

Urban

17/01257/FUL

28/11/2017

Under
Construction

08/11/2020

18 No flats (studio units)

18 x 1 bed

COU/Conv

Yes -1

1 No detached house, 2 No semi-detached houses, 1
No detached bungalow

2 No flats

detached houses, 1 x 2 bed detached
bungalow

2 x 1 bed

New

cou

Yes (demolish -1

13/11/2020

11 No flats

10x1,1x3 bed

Conv/New

15/11/2020

8 No flats

5x1,3x2bed

17/11/2020

1 No detached house

24/11/2020

1x6 bed

1 No Flat

1x2bed

28/11/2020

1 No town house

1 x5 bed

Proposed Hotel 46-50 Piccadilly (Residential Part of Sch

| |Fufford & H

| |Mick

Heslington

460615

451538

City Centre

Little Hall Main Street Heslington

462764

450243

Sub-Urban

17/00429/FULM|

17/01867/FUL

18/12/2017

20/12/2017

Swinton Insurance 1Bishopthorpe Road

460171

451066

Urban

17/02575/FUL

71 Green Lane Acomb

457650

451025

Urban

17/02293/FUL

20/12/2017

08/12/2017

Doctors Surgery 32 Clifton

459619

452725

Urban

17/02290/FUL

10/01/2018

Fiesta Latina 14 Clifford Street

460335

451555

City Centre

17/02224/FU

12/01/2018

Archbishop Holgate Boathouse Sycamore Terrace

459504

452136

Urban

17/02717/FUL

12/01/2018

20 Priory Street

459897

451451

City Centre

17/01238/FUL

Heworth

Holgate

Heworth Court Hotel 76 Heworth Green

461405

460271

452725

452713

Urban

17/02492/FUL

17/02739/FUL

15/01/2018

01/02/2018

06/02/2018

Askham Fields Farm York Road Askham Richard

453306

447595

17/02997/FUL

08/02/2018

93 Union Terrace
Grove House 40-48 Penleys Grove Street

107 Carr Lane

460289

460593

457619

452802

451885

Urban

Sub-Urban

17/00722/FUL

17/01129/FULM

17/02973/FUL

12/02/2018

13/02/2018

14/02/2018

Not yet started
Not yet started

Not yet started
Under
Construction

18/12/2020

8 No flats

8 x 2 bed

No

20/12/2020

1 No town house

1x3 bed

No

20/12/2020

1 No flat

1x2bed

No

N/A

1 No flat

1x2bed

No

Not yet started

10/01/2021

2 No town houses

2 x 1 bed

No

Not yet started

12/01/2021

10 No flats

4 x 1,6 x 2 bed

No

Not yet started

12/01/2021

1 No detached house

Not yet started

Not yet started

Not yet started
Not yet started
Not yet started

Not yet started

Not yet started

15/01/2021

1 x4 bed

No

2 No flats

2 x 1 bed

Yes (demolish -1

01/02/2021

06/02/2021

2 No town houses

2 no flats (student cluster units)

08/02/2021

1 No detached house & 1 No flat

12/02/2021

13/02/2021

14/02/2021

2 x 4 bed

2 x 10 bed (cluster units)

No

BF

0.040

1 x 4 bed detached house, 1 x bed flat

2 No flats

32 No Flats

5 No flats

2 No flats

28x1,1x2,3x3bed

4 x 1, 1x2bed

BF

0.280

0.017

0.250

0.028
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| |Osbaldh Holtb Sycamore Cottage Main Street Holtb) 467385 454304 Small Village |17/02966/FUL 15/02/2018
[ |Guilhl The Jorvik Hotel 52 Marygate 459821 452189 City Centre _[17/02250/FUL 23/02/2018
| |Fisher 1B Wolsley Street 461167 451125 City Centre Ext 2|17/03024/FUL 27/02/2018
| |Westfld HSBC 19 York Road Acomb 457768 451456 Urban 17/02912/RFPR| 15/03/2018

Heworth 81 Fifth Avenue 461423 452107 Urban 18/00058/FUL 12/03/2018
[ |Guilnl 147 Lawrence Street 461673 451359 City Centre Ext 2[17/03063/FUL 26/03/2018
|__|Fulford & HFulford Adams House Hotel 5 main Street Fulford 460922 449602 Urban 16/02737/FUL 08/03/2017

Skelt/Raw

Clifton

Without

The Grain Stores Water Lane

Former Terrys Factory Bishopthorpe Road Phase Il

Former Terrys Factory Bishopthorpe Road Phase Il

Germany Beck Site East of Fordlands Road

Osbaldwick Osbaldwick (Phase 3 & 4) Land to West of Metcalfe Lane Osbaldwicl

Osbaldwick Osbaldwick (Phase 4 - amended) Land to West of Metcalfe Lane Ost

Guilhl

Guilhl

Fishergate

Hungate Development Site (Blocks D, F, & H)

Hungate Development Site (Block G)

St Josephs Convent of Poor Clare Collentines Lawrence
Royal Masonic Benevolent Institute Connaught Court St
York Barbican Paragon Street

The Cocoa Works Haxby Road

Housing Allocation Site

Greenfield Site

Garden Infill Site

ORC - Office Residential Conversion
Student Accommodation

Retirement Living Accommodation

459367

459961

459961

461663

462913

462913

460784

460784

461372

460688

460848

460535

454429

44990

44990

449121

452260

452260

451839

451839

451321

449521

451211

453542

Urban/sub-urt

Urban

Urban

Sub-Urban

Sub-Urban

Sub-Urban

City Centre

City Centre

City Centre Ext 2

Sub-Urban

City Centre Ext 2

Urban

15/00121/REM

14/01716/FUL

M

15/00456/FUL

M

12/00384/REMN

12/01878/REMM

16/00342/FULM

15/01709/0UTM

17/03032/REMM

14/02404/FULM

13/03481/FULM

13/02135/FULM

17/00284/FULM

12/05/2015

24/02/2015

22/07/2015

09/05/2013

13/03/2013

18/11/2016

18/07/2006

19/02/2018

09/03/2015

13/06/2016

24/08/2017

14/09/2017

Not yet started

Not yet started

Not yet started

Not yet started

Not yet started

Not yet started

Not yet started

15/02/2021 1 no detached bungalow 1x2 bed Conv. No 0.170
23/02/2021 2 No town houses 2 x 5+ bed New No 0.077
27/02/2021 1 No flat 1x2 bed cou No 0.008
15/03/2023 1 No town house 1 x4 bed COU/Conv__|Yes (-1) 0.034
12/03/2021 2 No town houses 2 x 2 bed Conv. Yes (-1) 0.029
26/03/2021 4 No flats 1x1,3x2bed Conv. Yes (-1) 0.017
08/03/2020 1 No detached house 1 x5+ bed cou No 0.065

der
Construction

der
Construction

der
Construction

der
Construction

der
Construction

der
Construction
Not yet started
Not yet started
Under
Construction
Not yet started

Not yet started

Not yet started

20/12/2020

N/A

13/06/2019

24/08/2020

14/09/2020

44 No detached houses, 10 No semi-detached
houses, 39 No Town Houses

150 No flats, 7 No detached houses, 32 No town
houses

2 No flats

houses, 25 No detached bungalows, 197 Town
houses, 76 No flats

houses, 2 No detached bungalows, 2 No semi-
detached bungalows, 65 No town houses, 24 No flats

4 No detached houses, 10 No semi-detached houses,
22 No town houses

662 No flats (Block D = 186 Flats, Block F = 101
flats, Block H = 179 flats)

196 Flats

16 No flats

14 No detached houses

187 No flats

258 Flats

4 bed semi-detached houses, 5 x 2, 27 x 3, 4 x
4,3 x 5 bed town houses

2x3, 5 x4 bed detached houses, 5 x 2, 27 x
3, 16x 1,134 x 2 bed flats

2x2 bed

houses, 49 x 2 & 93 x 3 bed semi detached
houses, 25 x 2 bed detached bungalows, 150
x4 bed semi-detached houses, 6 x 2 bed
semi detached bungalows, 40 x 3 & 9 x 4 bed

bed semi-detached houses, 18 x 3, 4 x 4 bed
town houses

both reserved matters(Block D: 97 x 1, 81 x 2,
8 x 3 bed and Block F: 52 x 1,35 x 2 and 14 x
129 x 1, 67 x 2 bed

15x1,1x3, bed clusters

2x4,8x5,4 x6 bed

57 x 1,130 x 2 bed

37 x 1,205 x 2, 16 x 3 bed
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Housing Allocations Trajectory
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Site Years 1 | Years 6- | Years 11- |Years 16-
Ref Site Area Yield Timing Density to5 10 15 21
Former Gas WOTKS, Z& HEWOrth Green
H1 (Phase 1) 2.87 271| Short Term (Years 1 -5) 94.43 271
Former Gas works, 24 Heworth Green
H1 (Phase 2) 0.67 65| Medium Term (Years 6-10) 97.01 65
H3 Burnholme School 1.90 72| Short Term (Years 1 -5) 37.89 72
H5 Lowfield School 3.64 162| Short to Medium term (Years 1 -10) 44.51 80 82
H6 Land R/O The Square Tadcaster Road 1.53 0] Short to Medium Term (Years 1 -10) 0.00
H7 Bootham Crescent 1.72 86| Short to Medium Term (Years 1 -10) 50.00 46 40
H8 Askham Bar Park & Ride 1.57 60[ Short Term (Years 1 -5) 38.22 60
H10 The Barbican 0.96 187| Short Term (Years 1 -5) 194.79 187
H20 Former Oakhaven EPH 0.33 56( Short Term (Years 1 -5) 169.70 56
H22 Former Heworth Lighthouse 0.29 15| Short Term (Years 1 -5) 51.72 15
H23 Former Grove House EPH 0.25 11| Short Term (Years 1 -5) 44.00 11
H29 Land at Moor Lane Copmanthorpe 2.65 88| Short to Medium Term (Years 1 -10) 33.21 88
H31 Eastfield Lane Dunnington 2.51 76| Short to Medium Term (Years 1 -10) 30.28 76
H38 Land RO Rufforth Primary School Rufforth 0.99 33| Short to Medium Term (Years 1 -10) 33.33 33
H39 North of Church Lane Elvington 0.92 32| Short to Medium Term (Years 1 -10) 34.78 32
Land to North of Willow Bank and East of
H46 |Haxby Road, New Earswick 2.74 104| Short to Medium Term (Years 1 -10) 37.96 104
H52 Willow House EPH, Long Close Lane 0.20 15| Short Term (Years 1 -5) 75.00 15
H53 Land at Knapton Village 0.33 4| Short Term 12.12 4
H55 Land at Layerthorpe 0.20 20| Short Term (Years 1 -5) 100.00 20
H56 Land at Hull Road 4.00 70| Short Term (Years 1 -5) 17.50 70
H58 Clifton Without Primary School 0.70 25| Short Term (Years 1 -5) 35.71 25
-Queen-Elizabeth-Barracks—Howard-
H59 |Road; Strensall- Shertto-Medium-term-{Years1-10)
ST1 British Sugar/Manor School 46.30 1200| Lifetime of the Plan (Years 1-16) 25.92 0 600 600
Former Civil Service Sports Ground
ST2 Millfield Lane 10.40 266| Short to Medium Term (Years 1 -10) 25.58 166 100
ST4 Land adj. Hull Road & Grimston Bar 7.54 211( Short to Medium Term (Years 1 -10) 27.98 111 100
Lifetime of the Plan and Post Plan
ST5 York Central 35.00 1700|period (Years 1-21) 48.57 0 500 600 600
ST7 Land East of Metcalfe Lane 34.50 845] Lifetime of the Plan (Years 1-16) 24.49 200 295 350
ST8 Land North of Monks Cross 39.50 968| Lifetime of the Plan (Years 1-16) 24.51 250 300 418
ST9 Land North of Haxby 35.00 735| Lifetime of the Plan (Years 1 -16) 21.00 150 285 300
Lifetime of the Plan and Post Plan
ST14 | Land to West of Wigginton Road 55.00 1348|period (Years 1 -21) 24.51 200 400 400 348
Lifetime of the Plan and Post Plan
ST15 | Land to West of Elvington Lane 159.00 3339(period (Years 1 -21) 21.00 300 900 900 900
Terrys Extension Site — Terry’s Clock
ST16 |Tower (Phase 1) 22| Short to Medium Term (Years 1-5) 22
Terry’s Extension Site — Terry’s Car Park 518
ST16 |(Phase 2) ’ 33| Short to Medium Term (Years 1 — 10) 33
Terry’s Extension Site — Land to rear of
ST16 |Terry’s Factory (Phase 3) 56| Short to Medium Term (Years 1 — 10 56
ST17 | Nestle South (Phase 1) 2.35 263| Short to Medium Term (Years 1 -10) 111.91 100 163
ST17 | Nestle South (Phase 2) 4.70 600| Medium to Long Term (Years 6 — 15) 127.66 300 300
Land to the South of Tadcaster Road,
ST31 |Copmanthorpe 8.10 158( Short to Medium Term (Years 1-10) 19.51 50 108
ST32 | Hungate (Phases 5+) 2.17 328| Short to Medium Term (Years 1-10) 151.15 128 200
ST33 | Station Yard, Wheldrake 6.00 147] Short to Medium Term (Years 1-10) 24.50 47 100
ST36** Imphal Barracks, Fulford Road 18.00 769| Post Plan period (Years 16-21) 42.72 600
525.51| 14440 3054 4562 3868 2448
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PM:SID 589

From: Eamonn Keogh

Sent: 22 July 2019 20:49

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: Proposed Madifications - Representations on behalf of Malton Road Developments

Attachments: 190722 Local Plan Mods Reps Malt Rd Bus Pk SUBMIT .pdf;
Local_Plan_Proposed_Mods_Response_Form_2019 Malt rd.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Sirs,

Please find attached a representation on the Draft Local Plan Proposed Modifications on behalf of Malton Road
Developments.

If you have any queries pleas get back to me.

Kind regards

Eamonn
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City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE ONLY:
Proposed Modifications D reterence
Consultation Response Form
10 June — 22 July 2019

This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will
consider comments at the Public Examination.

Using the form to submit your comments also means that you can register your interest in
speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C carefully before completing the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.

Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.
Any additional sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or
black ink.

Part A - Personal Details

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you must provide your
name and postal address.

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mr
First Name Eamonn
Last Name Keogh
Organisation Malton Road Developments Ltd O’Neill Associates

(where relevant)

Representing
(if applicable)

Address — line 1 C/O Agent Lancaster House
Address — line 2 James Nicolson Link
Address —line 3 Clifton Moor
Address —line 4 York

Address — line 5

Postcode YO30 4GR
E-mail Address |
Telephone Number 01904 692313

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at www.york.gov.uk/localplan
or you can complete the form online at www.york.gov.uk/consultations

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and new evidence, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications, the
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, the updated Habitats Regulation Assessment, and other background
documents which include a Housing Needs Assessment update and an Addendum to Topic Paper 1: The
Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you
think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and
‘Sound’. These terms are explained as you go through this form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case,
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination. Additional response forms can be collected from
the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can download it from the council’s website at
www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations.
However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to consider your comments you must
provide your name and address with your response.

Can | submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood?

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence.

The Inspectors will use their own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All
examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Consultation documents?

The Local Plan Proposed Modifications document, the Sustainability Appraisal/SEA Addendum and
Updated Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) will be available for inspection at in all of York’s libraries
and City of York Council West Offices.

All supporting documents which underpin the City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications are available
to view online at www.york.gov.uk/localplan and are also available for inspection at City of York Council
West Offices and York Explore.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part B -Your Representation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)

3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your response relate?

Proposed Modification Reference:

Topic Paper 1
Document:

Whole Document

Page Number:

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal
(SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and
the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan

4. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?

Yes| | No

4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes [ ] No

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

We are not aware of any updated information that answers the points below that were made in our 2018
representations:

With regard to the duty to co-operate it may be the case the Council has consulted with neighboring
authorities, but some of those authorities have expressed concerns that have not been fully resolved.
Annex B to Agenda item 11 on the report of the Local Plan to the Council’s Executive on the 25 January
reported:

Hambleton Council: “../t [the Draft Plan] does not safequard land for development and recognises the build
out time of the Strategic sites will extend beyond the plan period. The proposed detailed boundaries of the
Green Belt offer little opportunity to accommodate the increased level of growth proposed. If the City of
York does not ensure that its longer-term development needs are met this will place pressure on area in
neighbouring authorities”

Leeds city region LEP: “York has not applied the 10% market signals adjustment as recommended in the
York 2017 Strategic Housing Market Assessment”.

Ryedale Council: Discussions ongoing

Harrogate Council: Discussion ongoing

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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Selby District Council: “Having read the SHMA Addendum, it is noted that this figure does not take into account
the level of employment growth proposed by the Local Plan.....Whilst you are confident that you can realise the
growth aspirations detailed within the Pre-Publication Local Plan within the City of York Boundary, Selby District
Council is concerned that any increases to this figure could raise significant cross-boundary issues”.

Selby Council requested additional information on Strategic site ST15 and the university site ST27 before
providing any further comments on the potential impact these allocations may have on Selby.

What these comments demonstrate is that whilst the Council may have engaged in a process of dialogue
with neighbouring authorities, it has not produced outcomes that have addressed some significant concerns
of neighbouring authorities. Indeed, at this stage the views of some adjoining Authorities are not known and
it is difficult to see how, in these circumstances, the Duty to Co-Operate has been complied with.

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ‘it for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy - the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

5. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?

Yes [ ] No E]

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1): (tick all that apply)

Positively prepared | Justified J

Effective v Consistent with y
national policy

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgédgsnadd486



See attached representation document Ref: 1907.ypy.Ipreps.ek
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6. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard
to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to
soundness.

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text
and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support/justify your comments and suggested modification, as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the
Inspectors, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.

Proposed changes are included in the representation document included with this representation

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the
Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing D Yes, | wish to appear at the v
session at the examination. | would like my examination
representation to be dealt with by written

representation

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary:

There are significant matters relating to the definition of the Green Belt that we wish to explore in more detail with the
Inspector. We believe we can make a positive and constructive contribution to the discussion

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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Part C - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 2018 to inform the Local Plan process. We only ask for what personal information
is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy notice and we will protect it and make sure
nobody has access to it who shouldn’t. City of York Council does not pass personal data to third
parties for marketing, sales or any other commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

As part of the Local Plan process copies of representations made in response to this consultation
including your personal information must be made available for public inspection and published
on the Council’s website; they cannot be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be
available for inspection in full. Copies of all representations must also be provided to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of the submission of the City of York Local Plan.1

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2 Should you wish to be
removed from the database please contact the Forward Planning team at localplan@york.gov.uk
or on 01904 552255. Should your personal information have changed please contact us with the
correct details so that we can ensure the database is accurate and up to date. It should be noted
that the Local Planning Authority is required to retain your information during the plan making
process. The information you submit relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made
available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of the Plan.s3

Retention of Information

Once the Plan is formally adopted we will contact you to ascertain whether you wish to remain on
the database so that we may contact you regarding planning policy matters including
Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans. If you don’t respond to our
emails/letters we will remove your details from the database

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 2018, you can contact the Council’s
Data Protection Officer at foi@york.gov.uk or go to the website for the Information Commissioners
Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a complaint about
how your information has been used or how long we have kept it for, please contact the Customer
Feedback Team at foi@york.gov.uk or on 01904 554145.

Signature Date

22 July 2019

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgédgdnadd486
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REPRESENTATIONS IN
SUPPORT OF AN ALLOCATION
FOR EMPLOYMENT LAND
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Lancaster House James Nicolson Link Clifton Moor York YO30 4GR 01904 692313 www.oneill-associates.co.uk
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INTRODUCTION

This statement is provided as a representation in response to the Proposed Modifications
to the Draft Local Plan June 2019 (the Draft Plan) on behalf of Malton Road
Developments Ltd, relating to Malton Road Business Park and land to the north east of
the Business Park. The representation seeks the allocation of the site for employment

use.

The detailed justification for the allocation of the site for employment purposes is set
out in our representations made on the Publication Draft Plan in April 2018 and is not

repeated here.

In drafting our representations on the proposed modifications, we are mindful that the
Draft Plan is being examined under the transitional arrangements and the relevant

National Planning Policy is the NPPF March 201 2.
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2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

GREEN BELT - RESPONSE TO THE COUNCILS EVIDENCE BASE

Before proceeding to address the updated Green Belt evidence base, we set out what

we consider to be the main policy guidance for assessing the evidence base.

Under the heading Protecting Green Belt the NPPF 2012 reaffirms the longstanding

aim of Green Belt policy which is to:

Prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence.

The NPPF states the purposes of including land in the Green Belt which are:

e to check the unrestricted spraw! of large built-up areas;

e to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;

e to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

e to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

e to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other

urban land.

Paragraphs 83 to 85 are particularly relevant to the York Daft Local Plan. Paragraph
83 states:

Local planning authorities with Green Belts in their area should establish
Green Belt boundaries in their Local Plans which set the framework for
Green Belt and settlement policy. Once established, Green Belt boundaries
should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the
preparation or review of the Local Plan. At that time, authorities should
consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their intended
permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of enduring
beyond the plan period.

Paragraph 84 emphasises that:
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When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning
authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns
of development.

2.6 Paragraph 85 expands on the issue of green belt permanence referenced in paragraph
83. It adds:
When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should (inter alia):
= ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting
identified requirements for sustainable development.....
» where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’
between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order to meet

longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan
period;....

= satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be
altered at the end of the development plan period,...
2.7 The advice in paragraphs 83 to 85 of the 2012 NPPF is repeated in paragraphs |38 to

139 of the 2019 NPPF.

Regional Policy

2.8  The saved policies YH9 and Y| of the RSS relating to Green Belt remain extant and

therefore carry weight. They state:
Policy YH9, Green Belts

“C The detailed inner boundaries of the green belt around York should be
defined in order to establish long term development limits that safeguard
the special character and setting of the historic city.”

Policy Y1, York Sub-Area Policy

Plans, strategies, investment decisions and programmes for the York sub
area should:

C Environment

I. In the city of York LDF, define the detailed boundaries of the
outstanding sections of the outer boundary of the York Green Belt
about 6 miles from York City Centre and the inner boundary in line
with Policy YH9C”
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2. Protect and enhance the nationally significant historical and
environmental character of York, including its historic setting, views
of the Minster and important open areas.

Response to the Council’s Evidence Base
In their letter of 25" July 2018 to the Council the Inspectors commented:

As we understand it, there has at no time been an adopted development
plan for York with an adopted policies map identifying the Green Belt, or at
least not its boundaries. The Local Plan now sets out to rectify this. It
proposes to designate land as Green Belt and to delineate Green Belt
boundaries.

2.10  The Inspector’s letter posed the following questions to the Council:

2.1

i For the purpose of paragraph 82 of the NPPF is the Local Plan
proposing to establish any new Green Belt?

. If so, what are the exceptional circumstances for so doing, and where
is the evidence required by the five bullet points set out at paragraph
82 of the NPPF?

. If not, does the Local Plan propose to remove any land from an
established Green Belt? If it does, is it necessary to demonstrate that
exceptional circumstances exist to warrant that approach? Or is it the
case that the Local Plan establishes the Green Belt boundaries for the
first time, such that the exclusion of land from the Green Belt — such
as at the 'garden villages', for example — is a matter of establishing
Green Belt boundaries rather than altering them, in the terms of
paragraph 83 of the NPPF?

Notwithstanding all of the above, it is not clear to us how the Council has
approached the task of delineating the Green Belt boundaries shown on the
Policies Map submitted. Unless we have missed something, no substantive
evidence has been provided setting out the methodology used and the decisions
made through the process. We ask that the Council now provides this.

In response to these questions the Council has produced an extensive addendum to
explain its approach to defining the York's Green Belt Boundaries. For the reasons
already outlined in our original representations (April 2018) we believe the Council has
addressed the Green Belt issues on an entirely erroneous assumption that is highlighted

by the questions the Inspectors have posed and that the Council attempts to answer.
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2.12

This erroneous approach becomes evident in the answers and statements in Section 2

of the Addendum where the Council set out the scope of the addendum.

Our response to the Inspectors questions, having regard to the addendum produced
by the Council, is set out below following the order of the questions in paragraph 3.10

above.

(i) We believe the Local Plan is not trying to establish new Green Belt. Nor should
it be seeking to establish new Green Belt. The role of the Local Plan is clearly
set out in saved regional planning policies and has been accepted and endorsed
by Inspectors on appeal. The purpose of the Local plan is to define the inner

and outer boundaries.

(ii) Given our answer in (i), the Council does not have to demonstrate any

exceptional circumstances for establishing new Green Belt

(iii) We believe this question encapsulates the key issue for the Local Plan in respect
of the Green Belt. Regional Policy has established the general extent of the
Green Belt. We agree with the second part of the Inspectors question, that in
establishing the Green Belt boundaries for the first time, it follows that the
exclusion of land from the Green Belt — such as at the 'garden villages', for
example — is fundamentally a matter of establishing Green Belt boundaries

rather than altering them, in the terms of paragraph 83 of the NPPF.

It will help in understanding this process to be aware that there is a key omission
in saved Regional Policy YH9C. The full wording of Policy YHIC in the 2008

Approved Regional Guidance for Yorkshire and the Humber was:

The detailed inner boundaries of the Green Belt around York should
be defined in order to establish long term development limits that
safeguard the special character and setting of the historic city. The
boundaries must take account of the levels of growth set out in this
RSS and must also endure beyond the Plan period.
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The highlighted sentence, for whatever reason, never made it into the save
policy — possibly because it refers to “...levels of growth...” that were not
saved. However, the intention is clear and the inescapable logic of the current
process is that in defining the detailed Green Belt boundaries, the Council must

exclude land required to meet the growth of the City.

Much of the commentary relating to the Green Belt both from the Council and
other respondents on the Local Plan Consultations, speaks from a position that
assumes the Green Belt boundaries are fixed in an adopted plan and that any
suggestion that sites should be allocated for development will result in land
being taken out of the Green Belt (in which case the second sentence of
paragraph 83 of the NPPF would apply i.e. Green Belt boundaries should only

be altered in exceptional circumstances).

This is, however, an erroneous assumption because the Green Belt boundaries

around York are being defined (or established) for the first time. They are not

being altered. In this case, paragraph 85 of the NPPF is therefore the Key advice

to be considered. In defining / establishing boundaries the Council must meet
the identified requirement for sustainable development i.e. it must allocate land
to meet identified needs for housing, employment, leisure etc... and other
needs. This is exactly what the missing sentence of Policy YH9C was referring

to.

In other words, it is not a question of what land should be taken out of the
Green Belt. The Council is at the point of deciding what land should not be
included in the Green Belt in order to meet the identified requirements for

sustainable development.

2.13 The Council has therefore misunderstood and wrongly applied NPPF policy. This

misunderstanding is captured in paragraph 2,13 of the Addendum which states:

This addendum also explains why exceptional circumstances exist to justify
alterations to the general extent of the Green Belt, in order to bring forward
strategic sites to meet development needs.
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2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

2.19

The erroneous approach taken by the Council to defining the Green Belt boundaries
has serious consequences in its attitude to meeting the needs for sustainable
development over the plan period because it has resulted in an overly restrictive
approach to identifying land for housing and other development needs on the mistaken
assumption the those development needs had to constitute “exceptional
circumstances”.  This has, in turn, resulted in an erroneous approach to the issue of

safeguarded land
Safeguarded Land

Paragraph 85 of the NPPF advises that when defining Green Belt boundaries for the
first time, local planning authorities should identify areas of ‘safeguarded land’” between
the urban area and the Green Belt, to meet longer-term development needs beyond
the plan period and make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for

development at the present time.

The failure of the Council to address this requirement is a fundamental failing of the

Local Plan and goes to the heart of the Soundness of the Plan.

As already stated, the Green Belt boundaries around York are being defined (or
established) for the first time. They are not being altered. The Council is at the point
of deciding what land should not be included in the Green Belt in order to meet the

identified requirements for sustainable development.

Critically, the Council must demonstrate to the Local Plan Inspector that the Green
Belt boundaries will not have to be altered at the end of the plan period. As we have
demonstrated in our previous representations (April 2018), the Draft Plan has not
allocated adequate land to meet employment needs with the plan period and has failed
to exclude land to meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the

plan period as recommended by paragraph 85 of the NPPF.

It can do this by including in areas of safeguarded to meet development needs beyond
the plan period. The 2013 Preferred Options Draft Local Plan sensibly included a

reasonable amount of safeguarded land to ensure the proposed Green Belt Boundaries
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would remain permanent beyond the Plan period.

appears to have been abandoned.

220 Exactly what constitutes “...well beyond..."” the plan period was considered by officers
in a report to the Local Plan Working Group on 29" January 2015 (See Appendix 1).
Officers has sought advice from John Hobson QC who was asked to advise on the
approach which should be adopted in relation to the determination of the Green Belt
boundary in the preparation of the York Local Plan In particular he was asked to

consider how long beyond the Plan period should a Green Belt endure once it is

defined in a statutory plan.

221 Inresponse Counsel advised:

9

........ As paragraph 85 makes clear this involves consideration of the
development needs which are to be met during the Plan period, and
also the longer term development needs, “stretching well beyond the
Plan period”. Quite how far beyond is a matter of planning judgment,
but in my opinion a 10 year horizon beyond the life of the Plan as
mentioned in my Instructions would be appropriate.

222  Counsels advice concluded with:

16

In my opinion if no safeguarded land is identified in the emerging
Local Plan this would give rise to a serious risk of the Plan being
found unsound. There would be a failure to identify how the longer
term needs of the area could be met, and in particular a failure to
indicate how those longer term needs could be met without
encroaching into the Green Belt and eroding its boundaries.

The only argument which it seems to me the Council could deploy
to avoid this danger is to be able to demonstrate that there is
sufficient land outside the Green Belt boundary which will be
suitable for meeting the need for further development, and which is
likely to be available when those needs arise. The important point
is to be able to demonstrate that the Green Belt boundary will not
be dffected. | assume many authorities have adopted Local Plans
without including safeguarded land. It would have been appropriate
for them to do so in accordance with their local circumstances.
However, | am unaware of a situation comparable to the
circumstances in York.
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2.23

2.24

2.25

2.26

This advice was reported to the January 2015 LPWG with a recommendation:

23. It is recommended that Members of the Local Plan Working Group
recommend Cabinet to:

Agree option | in this report to include safeguarded land designations in the
Plan to ensure that the Green Belt will endure for a for a minimum of ten
years beyond the end of the Plan period.

Reason: So that an NPPF compliant Local Plan can be progressed.

Two previous Local Plan Inspectors in 2000 and 2012 both dismissed the draft
Development Plan due to a lack of evidence confirming that Green Belt boundaries
would endure beyond the Plan period. Questions about the permanence of the Green

Belt boundary beyond the plan period have also been raised by Selby District Council.

The omission of this key component of the Local Plan spatial strategy is a serious
weakness and may well result in the Plan being found unsound, particularly as the Plan
period is only up to 2033 and from the point of anticipated adoption in 2020/21 will
only be a |2-year plan with land identified for development needs for an further 5
years. This would give a Green Belt Boundary of |/ years as against a 25-year boundary
that would be provided by a |5-year plan with safeguarded land for potential

development needs |10 years beyond.
Assessment of the site against the purposes of Green Belt

In order to determine whether it is appropriate to allocate the site at Malton Road to
meet the development needs of the City and exclude the site from the Green Belt,

the site is assessed against the 5 purposes of the Green Belt:
|.  To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas

The allocation of the site will assist in meeting identified requirement for sustainable
employment development. The allocation of the site will enable the Council to define
Green Belt boundaries that will endure beyond the plan period and therefore check the

unrestricted sprawl! of the larger urban area.
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2. To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another

The Council Green Belt appraisal indicates that the site does not perform an important

role in preventing neighbouring town merging into one another.
3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

The allocation of the site will assist in meeting identified requirement for sustainable
development. The allocation of the site will enable the Council to define Green Belt
boundaries that will endure beyond the plan period and therefore safeguard the

countryside from encroachment.
4. To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns

In the Council's Green Belt Appraisal, the site is not identified as being important to the
setting or special character of the City. [t is not Stray Land, an area preventing
coalescence, a river corridor or as an area retaining the rural character of the city. It
does fall within a proposed extension to a Gren wedge. However, the designation of
Green Wedge Extension is a consultation proposal and is not defined in a Statutory
Local Plan. Furthermore, development land is often a common feature of Green wedges
and with appropriate landscaping, the allocation of the site for employment purpose
should not conflict with the Green Wedge Objective. Therefore there is no risk to the

setting and special character of York as a historic city.

5. To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other
urban land

There are few areas of York in need of regeneration. Most, if not all, of the few remaining
brownfield sites have planning applications pending or redevelopment proposals
outstanding. In view of the scale of additional house allocation required to meet the
objectively assessed housing needs of the City, significant additional employment land
and housing allocation are required. In this context the development of the site will have

no impact on the viability of remaining brownfield sites in the City.
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3.0

3.1

32

33

34

35

3.6

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Our conclusions are unchanged, from the conclusions in our 2018 representations. The
Draft Local Plan is unsound because it fails to allocate enough land to meet the existing

and future employment land requirements of the City.

The Draft Plan takes an overly cautious and unjustified approach to employment land
allocation. As Green Belt Boundaries are being defined for the first time the Plan should
exclude enough land from the Green Belt to cater for anticipated and unexpected
development needs for at least |0 years beyond the Plan period, not 5 years as

proposed.

Market evidence indicates there is strong and unfulfilled demand for employment

floorspace in the District.

There is a need for employment land to meet the requirements of small indigenous
businesses for reasonably cheap premises that are priced out of the urban area by

demand for residential land.

There is a need to have land available to meet potential major inward investment

requirements. The cautious approach of the Draft Plan fails to meet this objective.
Suggested changes to the Plan
To make the Plan Sound,

(i)  the 14.66 hectares at the Malton Road Business Park should be included as an

employment allocation in Policy ECI of the Plan;

(i)~ The site outlined red on the Plan at Appendix A in our 2018 representations
should be identified on the Local Plan Proposals Map as an employment

allocation;

(i)~ Should the Inspector conclude the site is not required at the present time to

meet the employment land requirement, the undeveloped 10.66 hectares to the
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north of the business park should be designated as safeguarded land in the Local

Plan

3.7 There are no overriding technical constraints that would prevent development of the
site. The site is not constrained by any nature conservation, landscape or other planning

designations. The site should be allocated for employment use in the Draft Local plan.
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PM:SID 590

From: Susie Cawood

Sent: 22 July 2019 07:25

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Cc:

Subject: Chamber of Commerce Local Plan Modifications Consultation Response

Attachments: Local_Plan_Proposed_Modifications_Consultation_Response_Form_2019.pdf; Chamber

Local Plan Modifications Reps.pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Please find attached the York & North Yorkshire Chamber of Commerce’s representations regarding the York Local
Plan modifications consultation.

Kind regards

Susie Cawood

Susie Cawood
Head of York & North Yorkshire Chamber
Tel: 01904 567838

Mobile: I

www.yorkchamber.co.uk/

York & North Yorkshire Chamber, Innovation Centre, York Science Park, Innovation Way, Heslington, York,
YO10 5DG
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City of York Local Plan orrce sz ow
Proposed Modifications

Consultation Response Form
10 June — 22 July 2019

This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will
consider comments at the Public Examination.

Using the form to submit your comments also means that you can register your interest in
speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C carefully before completing the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.

Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.
Any additional sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or
black ink.

Part A - Personal Details

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you must provide your
name and postal address.

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mr
First Name Steve
Last Name Secker
Organisation York and North Yorkshire Chamber
(where relevant) of Commerce Property Forum

Representing
(if applicable)

Address — line 1

Address — line 2

Address — line 3

Address — line 4

Address — line 5

Postcode

E-mail Address .

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Telephone Number

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at www.york.gov.uk/localplan
or you can complete the form online at www.york.gov.uk/consultations

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and new evidence, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications, the
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, the updated Habitats Regulation Assessment, and other background
documents which include a Housing Needs Assessment update and an Addendum to Topic Paper 1: The
Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you
think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and
‘Sound’. These terms are explained as you go through this form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case,
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination. Additional response forms can be collected from
the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can download it from the council’s website at
www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations.
However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to consider your comments you must
provide your name and address with your response.

Can | submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood?

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence.

The Inspectors will use their own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All
examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Consultation documents?

The Local Plan Proposed Modifications document, the Sustainability Appraisal/SEA Addendum and
Updated Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) will be available for inspection at in all of York’s libraries
and City of York Council West Offices.

All supporting documents which underpin the City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications are available
to view online at www.york.gov.uk/localplan and are also available for inspection at City of York Council
West Offices and York Explore.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part B -Your Representation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)

3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your response relate?

Proposed Modification Reference: PM3, PM4, PM5, PM20a to 20d, PM21a to 21d

Proposed Modifications
Document: P

9,10, 23,24

Page Number:

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal
(SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and
the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan

4. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes[ | No [ ]

4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes [ ] No ﬁ

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

The Chamber is not aware of any updated information that answers the point below that were made in
our 2018 representations:

With regard to the duty to co-operate it may be the case the Council has consulted with neighboring
authorities, but some of those authorities have expressed concerns that have not been fully resolved.
Annex B to Agenda item 11 on the report of the Local Plan to the Council’s Executive on the 25 January
reported:

Hambleton Council: “../t [the Draft Plan] does not safequard land for development and recognises the build
out time of the Strategic sites will extend beyond the plan period. The proposed detailed boundaries of the
Green Belt offer little opportunity to accommodate the increased level of growth proposed. If the City of
York does not ensure that its longer-term development needs are met this will place pressure on area in
neighbouring authorities”

Leeds city region LEP: “York has not applied the 10% market signals adjustment as recommended in the
York 2017 Strategic Housing Market Assessment”.

Ryedale Council: Discussions ongoing

Harrogate Council: Discussion ongoing

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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Selby District Council: “Having read the SHMA Addendum, it is noted that this figure does not take into account
the level of employment growth proposed by the Local Plan.....Whilst you are confident that you can realise the
growth aspirations detailed within the Pre-Publication Local Plan within the City of York Boundary, Selby District
Council is concerned that any increases to this figure could raise significant cross-boundary issues”.

Selby Council requested additional information on Strategic site ST15 and the university site ST27 before
providing any further comments on the potential impact these allocations may have on Selby.

What these comments demonstrate is that whilst the Council may have engaged in a process of dialogue
with neighbouring authorities, it has not produced outcomes that have addressed some significant concerns
of neighbouring authorities. Indeed, at this stage the views of some adjoining Authorities are not known and
it is difficult to see how, in these circumstances, the Duty to Co-Operate has been complied with.

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ‘fit for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy - the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

5. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes [ ] No E]

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1): (tick all that apply)

Positively prepared | Justified v

Effective v Consistent with y
national policy

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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See attached representation document

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredgadgsaadd486



6. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard
to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to
soundness.

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text
and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support/justify your comments and suggested modification, as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the
Inspectors, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.

Proposed changes are included in the representation document included with this representation

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the
Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing D Yes, | wish to appear at the v
session at the examination. | would like my examination
representation to be dealt with by written

representation

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary:

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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Part C - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 2018 to inform the Local Plan process. We only ask for what personal information
is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy notice and we will protect it and make sure
nobody has access to it who shouldn’t. City of York Council does not pass personal data to third
parties for marketing, sales or any other commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

As part of the Local Plan process copies of representations made in response to this consultation
including your personal information must be made available for public inspection and published
on the Council’s website; they cannot be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be
available for inspection in full. Copies of all representations must also be provided to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of the submission of the City of York Local Plan.1

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2 Should you wish to be
removed from the database please contact the Forward Planning team at localplan@york.gov.uk
or on 01904 552255. Should your personal information have changed please contact us with the
correct details so that we can ensure the database is accurate and up to date. It should be noted
that the Local Planning Authority is required to retain your information during the plan making
process. The information you submit relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made
available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of the Plan.s3

Retention of Information

Once the Plan is formally adopted we will contact you to ascertain whether you wish to remain on
the database so that we may contact you regarding planning policy matters including
Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans. If you don’t respond to our
emails/letters we will remove your details from the database

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 2018, you can contact the Council’s
Data Protection Officer at foi@york.gov.uk or go to the website for the Information Commissioners
Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a complaint about
how your information has been used or how long we have kept it for, please contact the Customer
Feedback Team at foi@york.gov.uk or on 01904 554145.

Date
22 July 2019

Signature[

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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22 July 2019

City of York Local Plan proposed modifications consultation 2019

| am writing as chair of York Property Forum on behalf of the York and North Yorkshire
Chamber of Commerce.

The Chamber is keen, as are many of our members, for York to have a Local Plan, it has
been far too long since the last one. York is a great place which has many strengths and
there is a massive opportunity to make more of these strengths.

The business community needs the framework that the local plan should provide to help
invest more in the City. Without continued investment in new offices, hotels, retail, business
premises, housing and transport infrastructure the city will suffer lower economic growth than
would otherwise be the case and this great opportunity for York could be missed. Strong
and ambitious growth will in turn help address the relatively high inequality in the city,
particularly through the delivery of more employment and more housing, affordable as well
as all other forms of tenure.

The Chamber believes that the current draft local plan lacks the ambition necessary to
support this growth. We therefore object to the proposed modifications to the draft local plan
as set out in the attached consultation response document and appendix.

We welcome all opportunities to work with the City of York Council and wider community to
help build a stronger York.

Steve Secker
Chair, York & North Yorkshire Chamber Property Forum
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1.0

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

INTRODUCTION

This submission is made on Behalf of the York and North Yorkshire Chamber of

Commerce on the Proposed Modifications to the Draft York Local Plan.

The Chamber has made representations at all recent stages of the Local Plan
preparation — most recently on the Publication Draft Plan in April 2018. These
representations focus exclusively on the proposed modifications to the Plan. In all
other respects the comments we made on the Draft Plan at the Publication Stage
remain unchanged. In particular the Chamber would highlight its continued concern

about the pressure on the supply of employment land.

In drafting our representations on the proposed modifications, we are mindful that
the Draft Plan is being examined under the transitional arrangements and the

relevant National Planning Guidance is the NPPF March 2012.

Table 1 below sets out a summary of our response and indicates, where

appropriate, where additional commentary to our response can be found.

Table 1 Summary of our response on the Proposed Modifications

Proposed Response Comment

Modification

PM3 We object to the | Our objection is elaborated
Explanation of City of | proposed modification |in section 2 of this
York Housing Needs representation

PM4 We object to the | Our objection is elaborated
Policy SS1: proposed modification |in section 2 of this
Delivering Sustainable representation

Growth for York

PMS5 - We object to the | Our objection is elaborated
Policy SS1: proposed modification |in section 2 of this
Delivering Sustainable representation

Growth for York
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PM20a to PM20d -
Policy H1:
Housing Allocations

We object to the
proposed modification

The allocations are
inadequate to meet the
housing needs of the City.
Our objection is elaborated
in section 2 of this
representation

PM21a to PM21d -
Policy H1:
Housing Allocations

We object to the
proposed modification

The allocations are
inadequate to meet the
housing needs of the City.
Our objection is elaborated
in section 2 of this
representation

PM22 -

Policy H1: Housing
Allocations
Explanation

We object to the
proposed modification

The allocations are
inadequate to meet the
housing needs of the City.
Our objection is elaborated
in  section 3 of this
representation
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2.0

2.1

2.2

23

24

25

OBJECTION TO PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS PM3, PM4, PM5, PM20a to 20d,
PM21a to 21d AND PM 22

Plan Period

The Submission Draft Plan proposes a 16-year plan period starting at 15t April 2017
and extending to 31t March 2033. To that the plan has made provision for
development needs for an additional 5 years to ensure a “permanent” Green Belt

Boundary. We will deal with issue of permanence later in this representation.

On the issue of the plan period, there is an immediate and obvious issue. Two years
have elapsed since the start of the plan period and in the absence of the adopted
plan, there has been little if any development activity on any of the strategic and
large housing sites. Optimistically, the plan will not be adopted until mid or late
2020. Realistically, probably not until early to mid-2021. At that point 4 years of
the plan period will have elapsed with no housing development of any significance

on the strategic sites, leaving only 12 years of the period remaining.

To meet the housing needs of the city the plan period should be moved forward so

that the development needs of the city can be properly accommodated.
The Housing Requirement

In our previous representation the Chamber made clear its concern with the
proposed level of housing provision which it considered inadequate to meet the
housing and economic needs of the City. The proposed modification to reduce the

housing requirement further to 790 dwellings per annum amplifies our concern,

On the issue of housing the NPPF is clear about the need for a significant increase
in housebuilding to address existing backlog and meet future needs. Local
authorities are encouraged to “..boost significantly...” the supply of housing.

Paragraph 47 of the NPPF states:

To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities
should:
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2.8

e use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full,
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the
housing market area

e identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites
sufficient to provide five years’ worth of housing against their housing
requirements with an additional buffer of 5% (moved forward from
later in the plan period) to ensure choice and competition in the
market for land. Where there has been a record of persistent under
delivery of housing, local planning authorities should increase the
buffer to 20% (moved forward from later in the plan period) to
provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned supply and to
ensure choice and competition in the market for land,......

We believe the Council, has adopted the wrong approach in estimating housing
commitments, housing backlog and the inclusion of student housing in the backlog

and housing commitments.

Following the submission of the Local Plan, the Inspectors wrote to the Council with
gueriers about the Submission Draft housing allocation. The Inspector’s letter of
25" commented that, without prejudice to the findings of the Examination, the

2017 SHMA update:

..... appears to be a reasonably robust piece of evidence which follows
both the NPPF and the national Planning Practice Guidance. The plan,
however, aims to provide sufficient land for 867 dpa

The Inspectors then went on to query why the Council had settled on a figure of 867

dwellings per annum.

This [note in the front of September 2017 SHMA Update] explains
that the Council accepts the figure of 867 dpa, but does not accept
the conclusions of the SHMA Update concerning the uplift or the
consequent OAN figure of 953 dpa. The reasons given for the latter
appear to relate to the challenge of the 'step-change' in housing
delivery needed. We also note that it says the Council considers GL
Hearn's conclusions to be "... speculative and arbitrary, rely too
heavily on recent short-term unrepresentative trends and attach little
or no weight to the special character and setting of York and other
environmental constraints".
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Precisely what it is about the SHMA Update that the Council considers
"speculative and arbitrary" is not apparent to us. We are also unsure
why you consider the SHMA Update to be "too heavily reliant on
recent short-term unrepresentative trends". We therefore ask you to
elaborate on these shortcomings in your evidence.

Difficulty in housing delivery and the existence of environmental
constraints have no place in identifying the OAN. If such matters are
to influence the plan's housing requirement, which you will
appreciate is a different thing to the OAN, the case for this must be
made and fully justified. At present, unless we have missed
something, it is not. Overall, as things presently stand, we have
significant concerns about the Council's stance regarding the OAN.

In response to these queries the Council commissioned another update of the OAN.
This Housing Needs Update January 2019 arrived at an OAN of 790 dwellings per
annum based on 2016 Sub National Population Projections and 2016 based
Household Projections. This is a significant reduction in the OAN compared with
previous estimates. Using this OAN the housing requirement for the Plan period

would be:

Table 2 Housing Requirement using OAN of 790 dwellings
Per annum.

Plan period 1st April 2017 to 31t March 2033

Total Need 2017 -2032/33 (based on 790 12,640
dwellings per annum)

plus

32 dwellings per annum to meet backlog 512
Total requirement 13,152

Unimplemented Permissions @ 1st April 2018 3,010
less 10% for non-implementation (3,345 x 0.9)

Windfalls (from Year 4) @ 169 pa 2,197

Requirement to be provided through allocations | 7,945
((23,152) — (3,010 + 2,197))
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2.12

We consider this (Council) assessment of the requirement remaining and the
housing allocations set out in the Draft Plan to be inadequate for the following

reasons:

(i) The use of 2016 population and household projections is contrary to

Government Guidance;
(ii) The housing need calculation is too low;

(iii) The calculation of completions since 2012 is too high (i.e. the Councils

estimate of backlog is too low);

(iv) Outstanding commitments include student housing that should be

excluded;

(v) The assumptions on windfalls are questionable and should not be treated as

a component of the Plan;

The Councils proposed modification to the housing requirement from 867 to 790
adds further unnecessary confusion to the housing figure debate. The modification
is contradictory to the advice given by the Council in its letter of 29t January to the

Inspectors which stated that the updated SHMA work had been undertaken to:

“seek to confirm that the 867 dwellings per annum proposed in the
submitted Plan can be shown to robustly meet requirements”.

Fundamentally, the way the OAN has been calculated is contrary to National
Planning Policy. This is confirmed by Government in the updated Planning Practice
Guidance (revised on the 20™ February 2019) where Paragraph 005 Ref Id. 2a-005-
20190220 states that:

“The 2014-based household projections are used within the standard
method to provide stability for planning authorities and
communities, ensure that historic under-delivery and declining
affordability are reflected, and to be consistent with the
Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of
homes”.
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Accordingly, whether using the “old” or “new” methodology, it is clear that the
Government have rejected the 2016 projections and consequently their use in the
calculation of an LPA’s annual housing requirement. From a practical point of view,
given the unequivocal stance of the updated Planning Practice Guidance, the
Government are not going to go back and update the old guidance to make clear
that the 2016 projections have been rejected. This is particularly the case of plans
being prepared under the “transitional arrangements” whereby Local Plans
submitted ahead of Jan 2019 will be assessed on the basis of the old methodology

and importantly the evidence base it relied upon at that time.

The shortcomings of the use of the 2016 population and household projections are
acknowledged in the updated SHMA. On the issues of affordability, the Updated

SHMA is even more damming. It states:

4.17 At the median level, York has the highest affordability ratio, and thus
the least affordable housing, relative to surrounding North Yorkshire,
Yorkshire and Humber, and England. In addition, the affordability ratio
in York has also increased the most in the past five years relative to the
other geographies — indicating a significant worsening in
affordability.....

4.19 The affordability statistics and the market signals reveal that as a
whole, York is becoming increasingly more unaffordable and that a
market signals adjustment in the City is necessitated.

The Council’s reliance on the 2016 population and household projections is not only
contrary to Government guidance, but also flies on the face of the evidence
demonstrating the very high demand for housing in the face of diminishing supply
in York. The evidence points overwhelmingly to strong and entrenched market
signals issues across York evidenced by worsening affordability. Fundamentally the
updated SHMA promotes a low housing requirement figure that contradicts the
Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of housing particularly

in areas of high housing need such as York.
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3.1

3.2

The Chamber is particularly concerned at the scale of the backlog in housing

completions in recent years. The data from the Council shows that since 2012 the

backlog amounts to 2,902 dwellings. We have excluded student house units from

the completion data as this is not meeting general housing requirements. We have

updated our Table 1 from our 2018 representation below.

It reaffirms our deep

concerns at the continuing failure of the Council to address the City’ housing needs.

Table 3 Housing completion backlog for the period 2012-2017
Net
Dwellings Less Net C3 rezczln::\:::,clil: d | Backlog/
Year | Added | student | Dwelling . &
. . . housing Surplus
(Council units units .
. requirement
Figures)
2012/13 482 0 482 953 -471
2013/14 345 0 345 953 -608
2014/15 507 0 507 953 -446
2015/16 1121 579 542 953 -411
2016/17 977 152 825 953 -128
2017/18 1296 637 659 953 -294
2018/19 449 40 409 953 -544
Total 3,432 731 2,701 6,671 -2,902

REPRESENTATIONS ON GREEN BELT EVIDENCE BASE

Response to the Councils Evidence Base

In their letter of 25™ July 2018 to the Council, the Inspectors commented:

As we understand it, there has at no time been an adopted
development plan for York with an adopted policies map identifying
the Green Belt, or at least not its boundaries. The Local Plan now sets
out to rectify this. It proposes to designate land as Green Belt and to
delineate Green Belt boundaries.

The Inspectors letter posed the following questions to the Council:

i. For the purpose of paragraph 82 of the NPPF, is the Local Plan
proposing to establish any new Green Belt?
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il.

fii.

If so, what are the exceptional circumstances for so doing, and
where is the evidence required by the five bullet points set out at
paragraph 82 of the NPPF?

If not, does the Local Plan propose to remove any land from an
established Green Belt? If it does, is it necessary to demonstrate
that exceptional circumstances exist to warrant that approach?
Or is it the case that the Local Plan establishes the Green Belt
boundaries for the first time, such that the exclusion of land from
the Green Belt — such as at the 'garden villages', for example — is
a matter of establishing Green Belt boundaries rather than
altering them, in the terms of paragraph 83 of the NPPF?

Notwithstanding all of the above, it is not clear to us how the Council has
approached the task of delineating the Green Belt boundaries shown on
the Policies Map submitted. Unless we have missed something, no
substantive evidence has been provided setting out the methodology
used and the decisions made through the process. We ask that the
Council now provides this.

Our response to the Inspectors questions, having regard to the addendum produced

by the Council, is set out below following the order of the questions in paragraph

3,10 above.

(i)

(ii)

(i)

We believe the Local Plan is not trying to establish new Green Belt. Nor
should it be seeking to establish new Green Belt. The role of the Local Plan
is clearly set out in saved regional planning policies and has been accepted
and endorsed by Inspectors on appeal. The purpose of the Local plan is to

define the inner and outer boundaries.

Given our answer in (i), the Council does not have to demonstrate any

exceptional circumstances for establishing new Green Belt.

We believe this question encapsulates the key issue for the Local plan in
respect of the Green Belt. Regional Policy has established the general extent
of the Green Belt. We agree with the second part of the Inspectors question,
that in establishing the Green Belt boundaries for the first time, it follows

that the exclusion of land from the Green Belt — such as at the 'garden
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3.6

villages', for example —is fundamentally a matter of establishing Green Belt
boundaries rather than altering them, in the terms of paragraph 83 of the

NPPF.

In other words, it is not a question of what land should be taken out of the
Green Belt. The Council is at the point of deciding what land should not be
included in the Green Belt in order to meet the identified requirements for

sustainable development.

The Council has therefore misunderstood and wrongly applied NPPF policy. This

misunderstanding is captured in paragraph 2.13 of the Addendum which states:

This addendum also explains why exceptional circumstances exist to
justify alterations to the general extent of the Green Belt, in order to
bring forward strategic sites to meet development needs.

The erroneous approach taken by the Council to defining the Green Belt boundaries
has serious consequences in its attitude to meeting the needs for sustainable
development over the plan period because it has resulted in an overly restrictive
approach to identifying land for housing and other development needs on the
mistaken assumption the those development needs had to constitute “exceptional
circumstances”. This has, in turn, resulted in an erroneous approach to the issue of

safeguarded land.
Safeguarded Land

Paragraph 85 of the NPPF advises that when defining Green Belt boundaries for the
first time, local planning authorities should identify areas of ‘safeguarded land’
between the urban area and the Green Belt, to meet longer-term development
needs beyond the plan period and make clear that the safeguarded land is not
allocated for development at the present time. The failure of the Council to address
this requirement is a fundamental failing of the Local Plan and goes to the heart of

the Soundness of the Plan.
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3.8

39

3.10

3.0

The Council has to demonstrate that the Green Belt boundaries will not have to be
altered at the end of the plan period. The Chamber believes the Draft Plan has not
allocated adequate land to meet housing or employment needs with the plan
period and has failed to exclude land to meet longer-term development needs
stretching well beyond the plan period as recommended by paragraph 85 of the

NPPF.

It can remedy this failing by including in areas of safeguarded to meet development

needs beyond the plan period.

"

Exactly what constitutes “...well beyond...” the plan period was considered by
officers in a report to the Local Plan Working Group on 29t January 2015. Having

received Counsels advice, officers recommended:

23. It is recommended that Members of the Local Plan Working
Group recommend Cabinet to:

Agree option 1 in this report to include safeqguarded land
designations in the Plan to ensure that the Green Belt will endure for
a for a minimum of ten years beyond the end of the Plan period.

Reason: So that an NPPF compliant Local Plan can be progressed.

Two previous Local Plan Inspectors in 2000 and 2012 both dismissed the draft
Development Plan due to a lack of evidence confirming that Green Belt boundaries
would endure beyond the Plan period. Questions about the permanence of the
Green Belt boundary beyond the plan period have also been raised by Selby District

Council.

The omission of this key component of the Local Plan spatial strategy is a serious
weakness and may well result in the Plan being found unsound, particularly as the
Plan period is only up to 2033 and, from the point of anticipated adoption in
2020/21, will only be a 12-year plan with land identified for development need for
an further 5 years. This would give a Green Belt Boundary of 17 years as against a
25-year boundary that would be provided by a 15-year plan with safeguarded land

for potential development needs for 10 years beyond.
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PM:SID 592

From: Graeme Holbeck |

Sent: 22 July 2019 16:37

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation - Dunnington Water Tower
(H33)

Attachments: Dunnington Water Tower - representations on behalf of Yorvik Homes.pdf; Comments
Form.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mike,

Further to your email below, | am attaching a copy of our representations on the Local Plan Proposed Modifications
(June 2019). These relate to land to the east of Church Balk in Dunnington (also known as land south of Dunnington
Water Tower) and are submitted on behalf of Yorvik Homes.

| would be grateful If you could confirm receipt of this submission
Thanks

Graeme

From: localplan@york.gov.uk [mailto:localplan@york.gov.uk]

Sent: 10 June 2019 13:59

Cc: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation

Dear Sir/Madam,

City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications (June 2019) Consultation
in compliance with Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012

| am writing to inform you about the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Modifications (June 2019) to
the City of York Local Plan. The emerging Local Plan aims to support the city’s economic growth, provide
much needed housing and help shape future development over the next 15-years and beyond. It balances
the need for housing and employment growth with protecting York’s unique natural and built environment.

The City of York Local Plan is currently in the process of Examination by Independent Planning Inspectors

following submission of the plan to the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government
on 25 May 2018.
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We are now publishing a series of proposed modifications to the City of York Local Plan. This consultation
gives York residents, businesses and other interested groups the opportunity to comment on additional
evidence and modifications to the city’s Local Plan prior to the hearing sessions as part of the Examination
of the submitted plan. The Planning Inspectors undertaking the Examination have asked for the
consultation as they consider the proposed modifications to be fundamental to what they are examining -
the soundness and legal compliance of the plan. The consultation only looks at the specific proposed
modifications and not other aspects of the plan.

The consultation period for the proposed modifications starts on Monday 10 June 2019. All consultation
documents will be live on the Council’'s website (www.york.gov.uk/localplan) and available in West Offices
reception and York Explore from this date. The main consultation documents will be available in all other
libraries. Please see the Statement of Representation Procedure document.

Representations must be received by midnight on Monday 22 July 2019 and should be made on a
response form. Response forms are available on the Council’s website (www.york.gov.uk/localplan) or you
can complete an online response form via www.york.gov.uk/consultations. Alternatively, hard copies are
available from the Council’'s West Offices reception, York Explore or from your local library.

Any representations received will be considered alongside the Local Plan Publication draft and the
proposed modifications through the Examination in Public. The purpose of the Examination is to consider
whether the Local Plan complies with relevant legal requirements for producing Local Plans, including the
Duty to Cooperate, and meets the national tests of ‘soundness’ for Local Plans (see below). Therefore,
representations submitted at this stage must only be made on these grounds and, where relevant, be
supported with evidence to demonstrate why these tests have not been met.

Legal Compliance

To be legally compliant the plan has to be prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate and legal
and procedural requirements, including the 2011 Localism Act and Town and Country Planning (Local
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended).

Soundness

Soundness is explained in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The Inspector conducting the
Examination in Public has to be satisfied that the Local Plan is ‘sound’ —namely that it is:

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective - the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy - the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework (NPPF).

To help you respond, we have included Guidance Notes as part of the response form. We recommend
that you read this note fully before responding.

At this stage, unless you indicate you wish to appear at the Examination to make a representation you will
not have the right to so do. Any written representations made will be considered by the independent
Planning Inspectors.

All of the consultation and further evidence base documents published at previous rounds of consultation
will also be available on the Council’s website at www.york.gov.uk/localplan from 10 June 2019.

If you require any further information on the consultation please contact Forward Planning at
localplan@york.gov.uk or on (01904) 552255.
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We look forward to receiving your comments.

Yours faithfull

Mike Slater
Assistant Director — Planning and Public Protection
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Help protect the environment! - please don't print this email unless you really need to.
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This communication is from City of York Council.

The information contained within, and in any attachment(s), is confidential and legally privileged. It is for
the exclusive use of the intended recipient(s). If you are not the intended recipient(s), please note that any
form of distribution, copying or use of this communication, or the information within, is strictly prohibited
and may be unlawful. Equally, you must not disclose all, or part, of its contents to any other person.

If you have received this communication in error, please return it immediately to the sender, then delete and
destroy any copies of it.

City of York Council disclaims any liability for action taken in reliance on the content of this
communication.

City of York Council respects your privacy. For more information on how we use your personal data, please
visit https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy
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This form has three parts: Part A Personal
Details, Part B Your Representation and Part C How we will use your
Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will
consider comments at the Public Examination.

Using the form to submit your comments also means that you can register your interest in
speaking at the Examination.

P ease read the guidance notes and Part C carefu ly before comp et ng the
form P ease ensure you s gn the form on page 6.

Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.
Any additional sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or
black ink.

- ersona etais

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you must provide your
name and postal address.

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mr Mr
First Name Matthew Graeme
Last Name Gath Holbeck
Organisation Yorvik Homes O’Neill Associates
(where relevant)
Representing

(if applicable)

Address — line 1 Lancaster House

Address — line 2 James Nicolson Link

Address - line 3 Clifton Moor
Address —line 4 York

Address - line 5

Postcode YO30 6GR
Telephone Number 01904 692313

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considerlgglggLﬂde%qlgzl%



Pa -Your e resentation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise)
3. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your response relate?

. . PM3, PM4, PM5, PM20a, PM20d, PM21a, PM21d and PM22
Proposed Modification Reference:

City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications &

Document: TP1 Addendum

Page Number: Various

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal
(SA). Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and
the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at

Modification or new evidence document indicated:
4.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes No

4.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes No [ ]

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

No comment

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of fit for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consider@98A(dA 884486



Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities

Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

5 Based on the Pronosed Maodificatio or new evidence document indicated:

5.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes[] NoKX

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 5.(1): (tick all that apply)

Positively prepared Justified
Effective Consistent with

national policy

5.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

Please see attached representation

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up, unti&lmid§]j %6
de

Representations received after this time will not be consideredq 510#1



6.(1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the tests you
have identified at question 5 where this relates to soundness.

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text
and cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support/justify your comments and suggested modification, as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the
Inspectors, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.

Please see attached representation

7. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1);

7.(1). do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the
Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing X Yes, | wish to appear at the [J
session at the examination. | would like my examination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations.

7.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary:

N/A

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consider@ddgudytn £ 4436



rt - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 2018 to inform the Local Plan process. We only ask for what personal information
is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy notice and we will protect it and make sure
nobody has access to it who shouldn’t. City of York Council does not pass personal data to third
parties for marketing, sales or any other commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

As part of the Local Plan process copies of representations made in response to this consultation
including your personal information must be made available for public inspection and published
on the Council's website; they cannot be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be
available for inspection in full. Copies of all representations must also be provided to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of the submission of the City of York Local Plan.1

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2 Should you wish to be
removed from the database please contact the Forward Planning team at

or on 01904 5§52255. Should your personal information have changed please contact us with the
correct details so that we can ensure the database is accurate and up to date. It should be noted
that the Local Planning Authority is required to retain your information during the plan making
process. The information you submit relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made
available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of the Plan.3

Retention of Information

Once the Plan is formally adopted we will contact you to ascertain whether you wish to remain on
the database so that we may contact you regarding planning policy matters including
Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans. If you don’t respond to our
emails/letters we will remove your details from the database

Your rights
To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 2018, you can contact the Council’s
Data Protection Officer at or go to the website for the Information

Commissioners Office (ICO)

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a complaint about
how your information has been used or how long we have kept it for, please contact the
Customer Feedback Team at or on 01904 554145,

Date

22 ~OF - 20/9

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, UE until midni
Representations received after this time will not be conside ‘aaﬂpﬁn% 486



Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to:

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at
or you can complete the form online at

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and new evidence, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications, the
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, the updated Habitats Regulation Assessment, and other background
documents which include a Housing Needs Assessment update and an Addendum to Topic Paper 1: The
Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you
think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and
‘Sound’. These terms are explained as you go through this form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case,
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination. Additional response forms can be collected from
the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can download it from the council’s website at

or use our online consultation form via htto://www.vork.aov.uk/consultations.
However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to consider your comments you must
provide your name and address with your response.

Can | submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood?

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written e