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PM:SID 1

I

From: webadmin@york.gov.uk

Sent: 10 June 2019 10:51

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: FW: A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been
submitted

Importance: High

HELLO — EFORM HAD STILL BEEN ASSIGNED TO MY EMAIL SINCE TESTING — HERE IS THE FORST
SUBMISSION, FORWARDED.

EFORM EMAIL NOW AMENDED TO localplan@york.gov.uk.

From: I On Behalf Of
webadmin@york.gov.uk

Sent: 10 June 2019 10:12

Subject: A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been submitted

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: 121169
o Date submitted: 10/06/2019
¢ Time submitted: 10:12:24

The following is a copy of the details included.

Question Response

Whose views on the proposed
modifications to the Local Plan do My comments represent my own views
your comments represent?:

Title:

Forename:

Mr

David
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Question Response

Surname: Marsh

Address: building name/number: ]

Address: Street name: I
Address: Area: [

Address: town/city: [ ]

Address: postcode: [ ]

Email address: I
Telephone number: I

Proposed modification reference PM22

(PM1 to PM46):

Document: City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications (June 2019)
Page number: 24 and 25

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  Yes, | consider the Local Plan to comply with the Duty to
comply with the Duty to Cooperate?: Cooperate

| believe that the local authority is not able to show adequate
supply of deliverable housing over an initial S5yr period due to
drawn out planning issues with any application to build new
Please justify why you do/do not homes in the authorities area. | believe that there is a
consider the Local Plan to be legally greater need that proposed . Current need is only being
compliant or in compliance with the catered for by new builds in other authorities areas such as
Duty to Cooperate: Stamford Bridge, Pocklington , Selby and Sherburn in EImet
. This results in air pollution due to increased vehicle
movements as commuter drive to work in the City of York
Area

Based on the proposed modification No, | do not consider the Local Plan to be sound
or new evidence document
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Question

indicated, do you consider the Local

Plan to be 'sound'?:

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:

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:

Please give reasons for your
answer(s):

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

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

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

Response

The Local Plan is not effective

The Local Plan is not consistent with national policy

The plan is not effective as it does not provide enough new
homes

The plan is not consistent with national policy as it does not
provide for adequate Affordable Homes

Allocate more sites for homes
e.g. Strensall Barracks

Increase the size of the proposed Derwenthorpe
development to that which was originally proposed which
would justify a new school and direct eco friendly transport
links into the City

Allocate a greater proportion of homes as Affordable

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing sessions
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From:

Sent: 10 June 2019 14:58

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: RE: City of York 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.

Dear Mike,

My only disappointment is the recommendations given with regards Queen Elizabeth Barracks.

If the Army cease to use the site for military purposes, and housing is not sanctioned, what is going to happen.
One trusts this is being considered.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to express an opinion.

Best regards.

From: localplan@york.gov.uk [mailto:localplan@york.gov.uk]

Sent: 10 June 2019 09:08

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.

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, which accompanies this letter
for more information.

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.
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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 paragraph 182 of 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.

We look forward to receiving your comments.

Yours faithfully

b N

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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PM:SID 23

I

From: on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk

Sent: 13 June 2019 14:12

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been submitted

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: 121310
o Date submitted: 13/06/2019
e Time submitted: 14:11:51

The following is a copy of the details included.

Question Response

Whose views on the proposed modifications to the

My comments represent my own views
Local Plan do your comments represent?: y P y

Title: Mr
Forename: Kevin
Surname: Ogilvy

Address: building name/number:

Address: Street name:

Address: Area:

Address: town/city:

Address: postcode:

Email address:
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Question

Telephone number:

Proposed modification reference (PM1 to PMA46):

Document:

Page number:

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

Do you consider the Local Plan to comply with the
Duty to Cooperate?:

Please justify why you do/do not consider the Local

Response

PM 13 PM14 PM39

City of York local plan Proposed
Modifications June 2019

66

Yes, | consider the Local Plan to be legally
compliant

Yes, | consider the Local Plan to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

The area between Flaxton Road, Lords

Plan to be legally compliant or in compliance with the Moor Lane and the railway line should

Duty to Cooperate:

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

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:

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:

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:

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:

definitely stay Green.

Yes, | consider the Local Plan to be sound

The document is positively prepared

The document is justified

The document is effective

The document is consistent with national
policy
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Question Response

The area between Flaxton Road, Lords
Please give reasons for your answer(s): Moor Lane and the railway line should
definitely stay Green.

None - as lone as

| suggest the following change(s) to make the Local

Plan legally compliant or 'sound': The area between Flaxton Road, Lords
Moor Lane and the railway line should
definitely stay Green.

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 at the
hearing sessions

If you wish to participate at the hearing sessions,
please state why you consider this to be necessary:
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SID:ID 34

From: webadmin@york.gov.uk

Sent: 08 July 2019 11:12

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: FW: David Randon has sent comments
Hi There,

We've received the following message (see below) via the City of York Council
website 'comment on this page' button - the message is not directly related to web
pages, so I'm forwarding it for your attention.

Please be aware that so far, the customer has only recieved an automated
response from WebAdmin which advises that a response will be forthcoming in 5
working days.

In order to maintain good customer service, we must provide an appropriate reply
on behalf of the council... I'd be grateful if you could respond to our customer, or
relay this message to the right individual/team to do so (and copy WebAdmin into
the email trail).

If you're unable to respond to the customer within 5 working days (as mentioned by
the website auto-response), or your team’s SLA is different, please reply to
WebAdmin, so we are aware of the situation and can work to find a solution to meet
Customer Services SLAs.

Many thanks
Web Admin

City of York Council | Customer and Corporate Services
West Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
www.york.gov.uk | facebook.com/cityofyork | @CityofYork

From:

Sent: 08 July 2019 11:04

To: webadmin@york.gov.uk

Subject: David Randon has sent comments

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.

David Randon has sent you comments on the following content from City of York
Council Online:
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http://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/18036/city of york local plan proposed mo
difications june 2019

Comments: The modification proposed in relation to site SS18 (Station Yard,
Wheldrake) does not address the main issues. This part of the Plan is therefore
unsound. The issues of primary concern have been set out in the submission by
Wheldrake Parish Council and others.

In addition the proposal to include this site is not compatible with the recent Climate
Change policy recently adopted by the City Council
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I

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

Sent: 21 July 2019 18:13

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: 122854
o Date submitted: 21/07/2019
e Time submitted: 18:12:42

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 pauline bramley

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: , , ,,

Page 15 of 4486


ddtdrjc
Text Box
PM:SID 52


Contact details (individual or group)

Email address: [
Telephone number: IIENEGEGEGE

What are your comments about

Which proposed modification or new evidence document are you commenting on?
Proposed modification reference (PM1 to PM46): PM 39,PM10, PM26, PM24,PM27,
Document: City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications June 2019 Habitats Regs 2019

Page number:

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?:

Yes, | consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant
Do you consider the Local Plan to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?:
Yes, complies 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:

As a lay person,trust CYC to have covered this objective

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)
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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):

PM 24/26,10 ST15, OS10 Strensall barracks primarily removed for effects from additional footfall
on an SSSI. OS15 is far greater house numbers, a town, where Grade 2 farmed gives support to
the Tilmire SSSI.The footfall will be far greater, light , domestic pet , fume, noise, drainage
pollution, will cause irrevocable damage to the flora and fauna.

PM26 .YCC have not proved compensatory/ mitigation measures will protect the SSSI

No Independent environmental study appears to have been done. PM24 new development should
not cause noise disturbance and loss of amenity for nearby residents

PM24 new development should not cause noise disturbance and loss of amenity for nearby
residents

Largest housing site in Plan taking Green Belt land. Because of the SSSI additional farmed land
0S10 taken .All 10 local farming families will be affected. Further farmed land will be required for
infrastructure. A Local Plan should be right for the Community

Houses numbers reduced. Smaller development would need less OS10

If proven to be the right site, should be more towards Elvington Rd and have a buffer zone all
round. Airfield already concreted.

ST 27

Not proven why University need additional Green Belt land — acres of undeveloped land. Down as
employment site so not necessarily educationally required

Breaks the buffer principle of protecting Heslington inner village — Secretary of State — enquiry into
Heslington East

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

Proof OS15 is the right location for the largest green Belt housing development when it uses
productive Grade 2 agricultural and when so close to an SSSI needs an additional and larger area
than housing site taken in compensation/mitigation.

Council not proved that compensation/mitigation area will protect SSSI Tilmire

Further land required for infrastructure

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

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

Housing numbers down each year from 867 to 790 so why has this site in the Green Belt not been

reduced ?If reduced use all concreted airfield East end, to take the development and create a
barrier and distance to SSSI .

Evidence of an independent environmental study .
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From: jadu-www@rsvm120.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk

Sent: 16 July 2019 19:33

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan proposed modifications consultation response form has been submitted

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: 122602
o Date submitted: 16/07/2019
e Time submitted: 19:33:25

The following is a copy of the details included.

Question Response

Whose views on the proposed
modifications to the Local Plan do My comments represent my own views
your comments represent?:

Title: Mr
Forename: Peter
Surname: Whitfield

Address: building name/number:

Address: Street name:

Address: Area:

Address: town/city:

Address: postcode:

Email address:

I
—
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Question

Telephone number:

Proposed modification reference
(PM1 to PM46):

Document:

Page number:

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

Do you consider the Local Plan to
comply with the 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:

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

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):

Response

All

All

All

Yes, | consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant

Yes, | consider the Local Plan to comply with the Duty to
Cooperate

The modified Plan has been prepared in line with statutory
regulations, the duty to co-operate, and legal procedural
requirements.

Yes, | consider the Local Plan to be sound

The document is positively prepared

The modified Plan is considered to be sound but the

opportunity should be taken to reduce the suggested

number of dwellings on two allocated housing sites at
Copmanthorpe (sites ST31 and H29).

The modified Plan includes recent (January 2019)
downward revisions in the Objectively Assessed Housing
Need (OAN) from 867 to 790 dwellings each year for the
duration of the Plan. This reduced number is welcomed but
is still considered too high in light of other authoritative
population projections for York which have emerged since
the original Plan was submitted in May 2018. In respect of
the OAN, it is noted that currently national planning policy

2
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Question

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

Response

is in a state of flux, including the introduction of the new
standard method for calculating housing needs.

The reduction in OAN numbers provides the flexibility to
reassess the suggested housing densities (contained in
Plan Policy H2) on the two allocated sites at
Copmanthorpe; ST31 and H29. The Plan sets out
indicative estimated housing yields for these two sites as
158 (site ST31), and 88 (site H29). Both sites are
greenfield, both are currently in the Green Belt, and both
are extension or infill sites within an existing settlement.

Both of the Plan allocated sites are also identified as
housing development sites in the emerging Copmanthorpe
Neighbourhood Plan although at lower housing yield
numbers of 75 (for site ST31) and 60 (for site H29). These
numbers reflect the average housing density across
Copmanthorpe (a total of approximately 1750 dwellings).
Local Plan Policy H2 is an indicative guide only and
acknowledges that housing development densities should
be informed by the character of the local area.

The modified Plan is considered to be sound but the

opportunity should be taken to reduce the suggested

number of dwellings on two allocated housing sites at
Copmanthorpe (sites ST31 and H29).

The modified Plan includes recent (January 2019)
downward revisions in the Objectively Assessed Housing
Need (OAN) from 867 to 790 dwellings each year for the
duration of the Plan. This reduced number is welcomed but
is still considered too high in light of other authoritative
population projections for York which have emerged since
the original Plan was submitted in May 2018. In respect of
the OAN, it is noted that currently national planning policy
is in a state of flux, including the introduction of the new
standard method for calculating housing needs.

The reduction in OAN numbers provides the flexibility to
reassess the suggested housing densities (contained in
Plan Policy H2) on the two allocated sites at
Copmanthorpe; ST31 and H29. The Plan sets out
indicative estimated housing yields for these two sites as
158 (site ST31), and 88 (site H29). Both sites are
greenfield, both are currently in the Green Belt, and both
are extension or infill sites within an existing settlement.

Both of the Plan allocated sites are also identified as
housing development sites in the emerging Copmanthorpe
Neighbourhood Plan although at lower housing yield
numbers of 75 (for site ST31) and 60 (for site H29). These

3
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Question

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

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

Response

numbers reflect the average housing density across
Copmanthorpe (a total of approximately 1750 dwellings).
Local Plan Policy H2 is an indicative guide only and
acknowledges that housing development densities should
be informed by the character of the local area.

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing sessions

The participation of City Of York Councillor, Clir David
Carr, ward member for Copmanthorpe, to represent the
ward, and also representing Copmanthorpe Parish Council.
This has already been acknowledged and accepted by the
Programme Officer.
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From: Michael Hargreaves NG

Sent: 22 July 2019 20:04

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: York Local Plan Consultation 2019

Attachments: YTT July 2019 Consultation Statement.docx; Local_Plan_Consultation_2019 _YTT.docx
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 see the attached representations on behalf of York Travellers Trust
Please acknowledge receipt
Many thanks, Michael

Michael Hargreaves Planning
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City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE ONL:
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
First Name Stephen Michael
Last Name Pittam Hargreaves
Organisation York Travellers Trust

(where relevant)

Representing
(if applicable)

Address — line 1 ]

Address — line 2 |

Address — line 3

Address — line 4

Address — line 5

Postcode I

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.

ﬁepresentations 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:

Green Belt Topic Paper Addendum
Document: P P

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 [ ]

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

For why the Local Plan is not legally compliant see our response on the Regulation 19
Consultation in regard to Policy SS2, Paras 5.37 —5.39 and Table 5.3.

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.
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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 the attached York Travellers Trust Response to the Proposed Modification
Response, July 2019

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 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.

See the attached York Travellers Trust Response to the Proposed Modification Response, July
2019

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 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:

See the attached York Travellers Trust Response to the Proposed Modification Response, July
2019

Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredrdyty2®atie486



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 consideredrdydy20atie486



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 22 July 2019

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be consideredrdydy3natie486



York Travellers Trust
Response to the City of York Council Local Plan

Proposed Modification Consultation, July 2019

Questions 5.(1) and 5.(2) Soundness
Green Belt Topic Paper Addendum paras 5.62 - 5.65

Experience suggests the plan is unlikely to be adopted before 2020/21. On that
basis the area excluded from the Green Belt would only provide 17 years
development capacity to 2037/38. That is significantly short of permanence and
enduring beyond the plan period. If we make the assumption of a 7 year lead in
time for a review, work on the review would need to start 10 years after adoption.

It should be recognised that once Green Belt boundaries are defined there will be

strong resistance to change them and demanding criteria to be met so to do. This
will lead to pressures to accommodate development beyond the Green Belt.

Such a Green Belt boundary is highly unlikely to ‘promote sustainable patterns of

development’.

Green Belt Topic Paper Addendum paras 7.24 — 7.38 and 8.10 — 8.12

Paras 8.10 — 8.11 make the case that Gypsy and Traveller accommodation needs
(including of Gypsies and Travellers who may not meet the Planning Policy for
Traveller Sites definition) cannot be accommodated within the land excluded from
the Green Belt, and hence that additional land is required. However, the topic
paper then makes clear that the Council proposes only excluding existing sites
from the Green Belt.

The failure to identify sites for existing and future needs is a consequence of the
problems with Policy H5 that we identified at paras 3 — 20 of our representations
on the policy through the Regulation 19 consultation. The Council’s approach
involves a significant element of wishful thinking that somehow sites will emerge
through the requirements of Policy H5 without the Council having to identify them.

Question 6.(1) Changes

Paras 21 — 25 of our representation on Policy H5 through the Regulation 19
consultation outlined the work that we believed was required to make Policy H5
sound. York Travellers Trust does not have the resources nor the access to the
required information to carry out that work, which we requested should be led by
the City Council. That has not happened. In the absence of the ability of the
Council to commit resources to that work, within the constraints of YTT’s
resources we will put some time in over the next months to define what changes
to the plan are needed to make the plan sound.
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In addition to the allocation of the vacant land adjacent to the Clifton site for a 6-8
pitch extension we proposed through the Regulation 19 consultation, we propose
the following specific changes:

The following wording be included within the policies relating to sites which
under the terms of Policy H5 are required to provide or facilitate the
provision of Gypsy and Traveller pitches (which under the policy as
currently drafted we believe to be SS4, SS6, SS7, SS8, SS9, SS10, SS11,
SS12, Ss13., SS15, SS16, SS17, SS18, SS20, H1, H5, H10 and H46):
‘The site will be required to provide or facilitate the provision of Gypsy and
Traveller pitches in accordance with Policy H5'. Even though it is implicit in
Policy H5, this is an extremely important part of what is expected from each
of the major housing sites, and should be made explicit;

Modifying Policy GB4 so it reads:

‘Policy GB4: Exception sites for affordable housing and affordable Gypsy
and Traveller sites in the Green Belt

The development of affordable housing and affordable Gypsy and
Traveller sites on exception sites in the Green Belt is not

inappropriate development and will be considered where:

i. the development contributes to meeting identified need as illustrated by
an up to date heusing needs assessment;

ii. the affordable housing or affordable Gypsy and Traveller site is
retained at an affordable price for future eligible households in perpetuity;
iii. the development is within 800m of an existing defined settlement limit or
is well related to the existing residential development and amenities located
in or adjacent to a clearly identified village or settlement; and

iv. the development reflects the size of the settlement in terms of scale,
form and character.

A proportion of market housing or market Gypsy and Traveller pitches
may be acceptable if it can be demonstrated that the

site would be unviable as an exception site, without cross subsidy.
However:

* the majority of development must be for affordable housing or affordable
pitches with the minimum number of market homes or pitches required to
make the scheme viable;

« it must be demonstrated that there is insufficient public subsidy available;
and

« it must be demonstrated through a financial appraisal that the scale of
market heusing component is essential for the delivery of the scheme and
is based on reasonable land values.’

Question 7.(2) Participation in the Hearings

Our representations imply we would want to participate in the examination
hearings relating to Policy H5 Gypsies and Travellers, Policy SS2, the Green Belt
and Policy GB4, Exception Sites. Central to our concerns are anxieties are
whether the policy of requiring provision through the strategic sites will be
effective. We would not have the resources to appear in the sessions relating to
all the strategic sites. We would ask that we are invited to appear at the sessions

Page 32 of 4486



relating to a limited number of strategic sites to test how the policy would work in
those cases, with the findings extended to the other strategic sites.

Reasons for wanting to participate

The plan’s policies will not meet the needs of York’s long established Gypsy
community. They are likely to be indirectly discriminatory and contrary to the
Public Sector Equality Duty. They are at risk of failing the four soundness tests.

York Traveller Trust is the only local organisation in York working for and on
behalf of Travellers and is uniquely positioned to represent the community, and to
ensure their voice is heard at the examination.

York Travellers Trust’s involvement also has wider implications. It is difficult for
Gypsies and Travellers to engage in Local Plan examinations, as opposed to
individual site appeals. That lack of access to the process raises equality issues,
which are a concern to the Equality and Human Rights Commission. The EHRC
has encouraged YTT to engage with the York plan. Through the involvement of
YTT, York is a rare case across the country where a Traveller group has been
involved through the process and intends to participate throughout the
examination.
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|PM:SID 73

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

Sent: 17 July 2019 11:44

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

Categories: Green Category

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: 122629
o Date submitted: 17/07/2019
e Time submitted: 11:43:31

The following is a copy of the details included.

Question Response

Whose views on the proposed
modifications to the Local Plan do My comments represent my own views
your comments represent?:

Title: Mr
Forename: Peter
Surname: Heptinstall

Address: building name/number:

Address: Area:

I
Address: Street name: I
I
Address: town/city: I
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Question

Address: postcode:

Email address:

Telephone number:

Proposed modification reference
(PM1 to PM46):

Document:

Page number:

Based on the proposed modification

or evidence document, do you
consider the Local Plan is legally
compliant?:

Do you consider the Local Plan to
comply with the 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:

Response

PM4

CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN Topic Paper TP1 Approach to
defining York's Green Belt ADDENDUM - ANNEX 5 March
2019

A5.45

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to comply with the Duty
to Cooperate

Proposed modification reference: SP1 — The stables
Elvington

Document: Topic Paper TP1 Approach to defining York's
Green Belt ADDENDUM - ANNEX 5 March 2019

Pages: A5.45 & A5.46

1. Failure to comply with national policy for greenbelt PPG2
2. Failure of compliance with national policy for Travellers
sites (Policies B,C,D,E,F)

3. Runs contrary to government policy, taking sites out of
greenbelt in response to previously submitted planning
applications.

4. Reverses an existing planning inspectorate decision (time
limited) 10/02082/FUL, without due reference to that body.
5. The decision contravenes a planning inspectorate decision
that the land must be returned to the greenbelt at the end of
the time limit.

6. CYC council have ignored the requirements of the
planning inspectorate decision

and have not provided an adequate response as to why the
TSP cannot be allocated and required to use a suitable site

2
Page 36 of 4486



Question

Response

on the forthcoming Airfield Development.

| wholeheartedly support proposal ST15, but feel better
advantage should be made of the opportunity to site TSP on
that site.

7. CYC have not directly engaged with the local community in
this issue (as they have with the applicants), leaving locals
and local parish councillors feeling as though they have been

ridden over roughshod. The local Parish Council have
already registered their rejection of this settlement.

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

Related to the proposed

modification or evidence document

indicated above, you do not

consider the Local Plan to be TheLocal Plan is not positively prepared
'sound' - which of the 4 'tests of

soundness' are relevant to your

opinion:

Related to the proposed

modification or evidence document

indicated above, you do not

consider the Local Plan to be The Local Plan is not justified
'sound' - which of the 4 'tests of

soundness' are relevant to your

opinion:

Related to the proposed

modification or evidence document

indicated above, you do not

consider the Local Plan to be The Local Plan is not effective
'sound' - which of the 4 'tests of

soundness' are relevant to your

opinion:

Related to the proposed

modification or evidence document

indicated above, you do not

consider the Local Plan to be The Local Plan is not consistent with national policy
'sound’ - which of the 4 'tests of

soundness' are relevant to your

opinion:
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Question

Please give reasons for your
answer(s):

Response

Proposed modification reference: SP1 — The stables
Elvington

Document: Topic Paper TP1 Approach to defining York's
Green Belt ADDENDUM - ANNEX 5 March 2019

Pages: A5.45 & A5.46

“Exceptional Circumstances

The Council has concluded that exceptional circumstances
exist (Section 7 of the report). Changes to the general extent
of the York Green Belt are required to meet the development
needs for housing, employment and education, which cannot
be solely provided for in urban areas or villages (outside the
Green Belt) or by other means.”

The logic here is no longer sound. In view of the changing
migration trends caused by the Brexit process, the likely
housing needs for York will change and presumably in a
downward manner (which the councils own sources note).
Before a decision of this magnitude is made further research
is required.

“It is recognised that an undersupply of homes or
employment land [further] increase unsustainable commuting
patterns” The manner of business proposed from this site will
always increase unsustainable commuting patterns as it
relies totally on commuting.

This site is allocated to help meet the overall needs of the
city within the general extent of the Green Belt following an
extensive exercise to identify suitable sites which minimise
harm on York’s environmental assets and the purposes of
the Green Belt.

The best way to minimise the harm on one of York’s
environmental assets is to include pitches for Travelling show
people on the proposed new site at Elvington Airfield, which
is already under concrete (good hard standing). To do so
would be only logical. To fail to do so illogical and unsound of
process.

Also, placing the TSP on the airfield site would provide them
with close business and that “location close to the road
network for travelling [which] is advantageous”.

One would question whether placing the advantageousness
of position for TSP over the rights, feelings and concerns of
adjacent property owners is fair and legal.

Purpose 1 Checking unrestricted sprawl (A5.46)

“The maijority of the site sits beyond access to 2 or more
services, but its development could not reasonably be
described as contributing to the unrestricted sprawl of a large

4
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Question

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

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

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

Response

built up area”

This statement is not sound of logic. By allowing
impingement on the green belt in any manner, sprawl begins.
The next stage is to say that the land has changed usage
and can be used for housing. This leads to creeping and
unrestricted sprawl.

Purpose 3 Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

“The site sits within a defined area of Nature Conservation
interest, specifically a District level Green Corridor.” Such
areas should be protected from piecemeal erosion on the
basis that each individual impingement is in itself “minor”.
Many small changes will aggregate to significant erosion and
as the council itself notes, “The Airfield development and the
Elvington Estate have already had a significant adverse
impact on the character of the wider surrounding”
furthermore it is noted by the council that “There may be
some additional impact on the road frontage”.

In allowing encroachment on the greenbelt rather than
provision on the Elvington Airfield development, | feel that the
local plan is not “Fit for purpose”, as adequate provision
could be made elsewhere in a location with all of the same
advantages and in deed, ultimately, better facilities.

Re-allocate the TSP site to the new Airfield Development site
(ST15).

This maintains the locality for the TSP, provides access to a
ready market, will have all services connected and have
direct safe access to the local road network.

ST15 will presumably have all amenties including a school
and associated doctors surgery and so would cater better for
family needs.

It is acknowledged that a further extension to temporary

residence at the Stables may be required to allow this.

Yes, | wish to participate at the hearing sessions

To hear a direct recorded response to my suggestions.
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I

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

Sent: 17 July 2019 14:49

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: 122646
o Date submitted: 17/07/2019
e Time submitted: 14:48:56

The following is a copy of the details included.

Question Response

Whose views on the proposed

modifications to the Local Plan do My comments represent an organisation, group or another

your comments represent?: individual
Your title: Ms

Your forename: Fiona
Your surname: Hill

Name of your organisation (if

applicable): Heslington Parish Council

Name of the organisation, group or

other individual you represent: Heslington Parish

Contact address: building

name/number: The Byre

Contact address: street: Field House Farm
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Question

Contact address: area:

Contact address: towny/city:

Contact address: postcode:

Contact email address:

Contact telephone number:

Proposed modification reference
(PM1 to PM46):

Document:

Page number:

Based on the proposed modification

or evidence document, do you
consider the Local Plan is legally
compliant?:

Do you consider the Local Plan to
comply with the Duty to
Cooperate?:

Please justify why you do/do not

Response

Thornton-le-Clay

York

YO60 7QA

HeslingtonPC@outlook.com

01904 468773

PM10, PM26, PM24,PM27, Habitats Regulations
Assessment 2019, Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 2019,
TP1 Addendum 2019, TP1 Annex 5,

City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications June 2019
Habitats Regulations Assessment Feb 2019 Sustainability
Appraisal Addendum 2019 Natural England Comments 2017
Topic Paper1 Addendum, Annex1, Annex 5 2019

see below

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant

No, | do not consider the Local Plan to comply with the Duty
to Cooperate

ST15 and indicative infrastructure is wholly within Heslington
Parish. The site name “Land West of Elvington Lane” is
misleading thereby decreasing the possibility of Heslington
residents being aware and the likelihood of their responding.

Tillmire SSSI is variably spelt in CYC draft Local Plan
creating barriers to digital search of the document for

consider the Local Plan to be legally yglevant information

compliant or in compliance with the
Duty to Cooperate:

TP1 Addendum Annex 5 pA5.14 The map is incorrect. It
does not show the SINC site (Elvington Airfield) which is to
be built on in the proposal.

ST15 and OS10
The evidence for preference for a large green belt site with
new infrastructure versus several smaller developments

2
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Question Response

closer to existing settlements is not set out in the draft Local
Plan. Natural England (Comments 2017) asks on what
evidence the CYC has based its decision that wider
sustainability reasons outweigh threats to Heslington Tillmire
of ST15. It is not clear how this comment has been
responded to.

PM26 York Council has not proved that
compensation/mitigation area will protect SSSI Tillmire

No Independent environmental study of the whole green belt
area SE of Heslington Village and its relationship to, and
impact on, the Tillmire SSSI, appears to have been done.

ST27

Expansion of University Campus East ( SS22, ST27) TP1
Addendum p 61 7.52 (planned further expansion alongside
the A64 to comprise Science Park activities, student
accommodation and related uses).

This is an infringement of the planning agreement following
the Secretary of State approval in 20070of Heslington East for
York University to include a clear landscape buffer between
the university site and Heslington Village.

There is no evidence in the report that the existing Science
Park is being fully used and requires a second site.

There is a contradiction between CYC'’s stated preference for
a garden settlement away from existing settlements (ST15)
to avoid developmental spread alongside the A64 and the
proposal for ST27.

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

Related to the proposed

modification or evidence document

indicated above, you do not

consider the Local Plan to be TheLocal Plan is not positively prepared
'sound' - which of the 4 'tests of

soundness' are relevant to your

opinion:

Related to the proposed

modification or evidence document

indicated above, you do not

consider the Local Plan to be The Local Plan is not justified
'sound' - which of the 4 'tests of

soundness' are relevant to your

opinion:
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Question

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:

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:

Please give reasons for your
answer(s):

Response

The Local Plan is not effective

The Local Plan is not consistent with national policy

PM26 adverse effect on a National Site (alone or in
combination).

. ..demonstrate that where loss or harm to a National site
cannot be prevented or adequately mitigated, as a last resort,
provide compensation for the loss/harm. Development will be
refused if loss or significant harm cannot be prevented,
adequately mitigated against or compensated for

York Council has not proved that a compensation/mitigation
area will protect SSSI Tillmire (PM26).

Sustainability Appraisal Addendum June 2019 p34 5.4.12
“ST15 is considered still to have uncertain effects on
Heslington Tillmire SSSI”. The Tillmire is very sensitive to
increased footfall due to the nature of the vegetation (Natural
England comments 2017). Habitats Regulations Feb 2019
p58 5.5 significant effects of ST15 on Heslington Tillmire
SSSI could not be ruled out because of increased
recreational pressure, impact on bird communities and air
pollution. Sustainability Appraisal Report Addendum (April
2018): potential effects on Heslington Tillmire SSSI remain.
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum June 2019 p.37 5.4.15
ST15 was still considered to have potential for significant
effects on Heslington Tilmore (sic) SSSI.

Natural England (Comments 2017) asks on what evidence
the CYC has based its decision that wider sustainability
reasons outweigh threats to Heslington Tillmire of ST15. It is
not clear how this comment has been responded to.
Drainage run off from the ST15 will have an impact on the
SSSI Tillmire and this has not been addressed.

Increased human footfall would have a serious effect on the
Tillmire and domestic animals, especially cats as well as
dogs, could decimate the bird population, particularly ground
nesting birds.

This area has a large expanse of relatively dark skies which

4
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Question

Response

should be preserved. Light pollution from 3.3 households,
associated shops, bus routes and vehicular traffic has not
been addressed at all and would have a large impact on
wildlife.

ST15

ST15 proposes almost 50% of all the housing to be built on
greenbelt on one site with no existing infrastructure and
especially no viable road access. The yearly housing need
forecast has been reduced from 867 to 790. Why has this
site in the Green Belt and close to environmentally sensitive
areas not been reduced ?

The site requires an unacceptable amount of productive
arable land within the green belt for mitigation (PM10), OS10
193 Ha (477 acres) and infrastructure (indeterminate
amount) on top of the proposed garden village settlement
159 Ha (393 acres). The only present access is to Elvington
Lane. Another access will be required to the A64 for a site
this large, taking more farmed Green Belt land.

A significant adverse impact on traffic congestion in
Heslington is acknowledged in the Local Plan but the Plan
gives no commitment to introduce adequate control
measures arising from the combined cumulative effects of
local development proposals. Additionally, there are traffic
implications for York on already overloaded local roads.
Fulford Road and Hull Roads are already highly congested
and the A64 often gridlocked. There is increasing concern
nationally and locally about air pollution.

PM24: new development should not cause noise disturbance
and loss of amenity for nearby residents?

Potentially every owned and tenanted farm in the area will be
affected i.e. 10 working farms. Traffic will be brought into
previously agricultural greenfield land by the ST15 site, the
road access to it and by ST27. Overall the increase in traffic
air and noise pollution is certain to rise. How does this square
with PM247?

Access for existing residents and businesses to Heslington
village and York from lanes South East of Heslington Village
is unresolved. The proposal suggesting that Langwith
Stray/Long Lane and Common Lane could become a
combined pedestrian /cycle track from the development as
well as accommodating the existing local traffic, large, wide
farm vehicles and associated commercial vehicles connected
to houses and business in those locations (fishing lakes,
liveries, farming, animal movement) would be unworkable
and unsafe. It is a narrow road with passing places and high
verges, grip holes and poor drainage. The increase in mixing
all those elements together would be dangerous. Residents
and businesses want to keep the same level of access,
without restriction, to their village and to their visitors so that
they are able to go about their daily lives unrestricted. Any

5
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Question

Response

widening would again take further land out of production and
destroy the SSSI setting.

Heslington is in danger of losing its identity. A Local Plan
should be right for the Community. What is the evidence from
other similar developments that ST15 will provide the type of
housing needed for York residents and that this will not be a
dormitory town for other conurbations?

ST27

What is the evidence the York University needs additional
capacity (21.5 Ha, 53 acres) for an employment or
accommodation site? How well is the existing Science Park
and Heslington East campus fulfilling this remit? It is unclear
why expansion of York University into green belt land and
adjacent to the A64 is acceptable, whereas development of
affordable housing adjacent to an existing settlement
(Heslington) is not (TP1 Addendum Annex 5 p5.15). Itis also
noted that Historic England advocate University expansion at
ST4 not ST27, with ST27 remaining as green belt.

0S10 (PM10, PM26, PM27)

Proposed Modification (PM) 10 explicitly requires OS10
linked to the development of ST15 as a prerequisite for
ST15. Natural England (Comments on draft Local Plan 2017)
advocates provision of environmental compensation 5 years
before development starts. How will this be enacted? What
independent environmental assessment of the whole area
will the compensation be based on?

Any increase in public access of any kind from ST15 onto
Langwith Stray/Long Lane and Common Lane will cause
irreversible damage. Turning the lanes into
pedestrian/cycleways will be detrimental for the SSSI
Tillmire. The increase usage of the cycle ways/ footpaths will
massively increase the footfall across the Tillmire. There is
already a problem, throughout the year, with cyclists/ walkers
straying off the tracks; dog walkers continue to cause
problems especially with gazing stock and ground nesting
birds. Taking traffic and pedestrians away from the Tillmire
SSSI and should be give highest priority in decision making.
What monitoring has been done of current recreational visits
to the Tillmire and how will any increase in numbers be
audited?

P27 whilst recognising the benefits to people provided from
access to nature, where appropriate developments will be
required to fully assess and mitigate for the impact of
recreational disturbance on SSSls, SACs and SPAs.

The precise status of OS10 remains unclear. OS10 will be a
new re-wilded wetland habitat buffer to mitigate for the
impact of recreational visitors from ST15 on Lower Derwent
bird populations 7km distant. But TP1 Addendum Section 7
P72 7.95 advocates “significantly enhanced public access to
high quality open spaces....enhanced access to green belt

6
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Question

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

If you are seeking a change to the
Local Plan, do you want to

Response

beyond site boundaries.” There is currently open access to
Heslington Tillmire and a long distance footpath, Minster
Way, runs through it. These contradictions need to be
addressed and clarified

ST15 and ST27

Representation on the map TP1 annex 5 of ST15 is
incomplete. The map of the proposed Langwith Garden
Village site ST15 does not fully represent the existing Site of
Nature Conservation Interest (SINC) across all of the airfield
for skylarks. It is mentioned in the text but is not visually
present on the map.

What environmental assessments have been carried out for
ST15 and ST27 and environs, and by whom and when?
Habitats Regulations Assessment Feb 2019 p31 3.22
indicates the landlords undertook their own ecological
reports. There are populations of bats, brown hare, owls
(barn, tawny and little) and numerous resident and migratory
birds including lapwing, curlew, egrets across the area in
addition to those of the SSSI and the SINC sites. There is
very limited reference to the wildlife of this area compared
with that of Strensall and Lower Derwent.

1. ST15 should make greater use of the brownfield site
(Elvington airfield), be smaller and more towards Elvington
Lane for access and have a buffer zone all round

The Local Plan (ST15+0S10) is too large and takes too
much productive Grade 2 agricultural land which comprises
at least 400 Ha green belt. Moreover, York Council has not
proved that the compensation/mitigation area will protect
SSSI Tillmire as well as Lower Derwent bird populations. The
proposed change would be more on a brown field site and
would require less arable land for infrastructure. Access via
the existing road to Elvington Lane will leave current
Heslington residents’ access to their village intact as well as
protecting the SSSI and conserving arable land and
associated businesses. The SSSI would be undisturbed.

2. Recreational access to OS10 and Heslington Tillmire
needs greater clarity, particularly where there is to be a
change in current access. Pre-development monitoring of
recreational visiting is required, as has been conducted at
Lower Derwent SPA and Strensall Common

3. An up to date independent and correctly represented
environmental assessment of ST15 and ST27 sites and a
significant extent of the rural area around them is required
before the permanent loss of green belt and agricultural land
and wild life habitation is sanctioned.

Yes, | wish to participate at the hearing sessions

7
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Question

participate at the hearing sessions
of the Public Examination?:

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

Response

Heslington Parish arguably includes the largest acreage for
development / change of use in the whole Local Plan, with 3
large sites within green belt land (ST15, ST27 and OS10), an
indeterminate amount of green belt land for infrastructure,
plus ST4. The risk to this special countryside has been made
difficult to find in CYC documents because of the confusing
name of the largest site ST15 and the variable spelling of the
Tillmire SSSI. Moreover, the initial position that ST15 was a
brown field site has only now been amended to a more
correct description as a green belt site. Compared with, say,
Lower Derwent wildlife protection and Strensall Common,
there has been very little evidence gathering of the existing
flora and fauna and hydrology of the area. It is unclear that
these very large developments with associated mitigation
land and infrastructure will add to the type of housing stock
most needed for York.

The irrevocable damage of the draft Local Plan to
Heslington’s productive grade 2 agricultural surroundings
within green belt land, to the neighbouring SSSI of
Heslington Tillmire and airfield SINC sites, is even more
apparent in the proposed modifications and related
documents than in the 2018 draft. The Local Plan remains an
area of great concern for the environment around Heslington,
for flora and fauna habitats, for local food production and for
preservation of the green belt.
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From: RosieTozer

Sent: 22 July 2019 18:38

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: Consultation response from Rosemary Tozer

Attachments: RJT- Local_Plan_Proposed_Modifications_Consultation_Response_Form_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.

Please find here my submission.
i should be grateful for acknowledgement of receipt.
Kind regards,

Rosemary Tozer
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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 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 Dr.
First Name Rosemary
Last Name Tozer

Organisation

Representing

Address — line 1

Address — line 2

Address — line 3

Address — line 4

Address — line 5

Postcode

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

ﬁepresentations 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.

ﬁepresentations 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: | /€S in or near Elvington

TP1. Also Annex 4, Annex 5. p81 and related
Document:

TP1 page 73 onwards;

Page Number:
also Annex 4. P.A4.17, Annex 5 p.A5.41

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 V]

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

e There is always high demand for housing, but 'Exceptional circumstances' should not be
used to justify destructive development in the Green Belt. Particularly ST15 and H39.

e Flvington has made strong representations over many years, putting forward arguments
regarding H39 and other sites. But these seem to be ignored and given no weight.

e The planners have made little attempt to engage with local residents and explore what
would be best for the community: the best we got was the odd roadshow some time ago
(e.g. in Heslington) where we were just told what was being proposed.

e No weight given at all to the Parish Council., or consultation with them Indeed, we were
told by the planners that they don't listen to, or speak with, Parish Councils, "as they're all
Nimbys"! Deplorable and untrue.

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.
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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?

[] No v[ ]

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 D Consistent with v D
national policy

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

e Does not take a positive approach to community-building, but seeks to impose housing
numbers with little regard to the effect upon the village. It is important to retain the rural
village nature, representing part of the overall York environment. This can be done with
judicious and consensual development, as it generally has in Elvington.

e s not justified in terms of most appropriate strategy taking into account alternatives.
Specifically in relation to H26 and H39, where remarks from the planners on these sites
betray a lack of local knowledge and observation. Feedback from residents would provide
better input, but that seems to be ignored.

H26, land behind the school in Elvington, has been identified as suitable -- but this has
been ignored by CYC. In summary, positive features of that site are: Partially brownfield
site; Children can walk to school; Also to doctors surgery; Parent commuters can drive
towards York without burdening the congested village centre; Site screened from
highway by established trees and minimal visual impact/degradation upon the village and
the countryside. This site was envisaged this way back in the days of Selby DC.

(Also, there are bats living around H39 -- this does not seem to have been considered?).

e s not effective in producing the most acceptable and sustainable solutions. In particular,
the massive development ST15 needs to have much more assessment and planning
especially for transport and traffic before it should be approved in any shape or form. And
its location appears to be more to do with landowner availability than strategic planning.

e Goes against National Policy in terms of engagement with the communities affected .
And in failing to recognise the different roles and character of villages etc. E.g. adverse
effect upon the rural corners of Elvington, adjacent to its Conservation Area. And what
role/character would ST15 have?

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 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.

e Deferral of ST15 until there is much more exploration of whether it is the 'best' site, and much
more detailed proposals for what it will look like and its impact on the area.

e Engagement of Elvington Parish Council in the selection of sites around Elvington.

e Retention of H39 within the Green Belt.

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 v 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 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.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.

Signatufe Date 22 July 2019

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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PM:SID 84

From: Tim Tozer

Sent: 22 July 2019 18:08

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: Response submission from T C Tozer

Attachments: TCT-Local_Plan_Proposed_Modifications_Consultation_Response_Form_2019-1.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.
My response to the Local Plan Consultation is attached.

I should welcome some form of acknowledgement of receipt.

Thank you,

Tim Tozer

Tim Tozer
]
|
]
]
|
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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 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

Title Mr
First Name Tim
Last Name Tozer

Oraanisation

Representing Myself, as a Resident of Elvington and York

Address — line 1

Address — line 2

Address — line 3

Address — line 4

Postcode

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

ﬁepresentations 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.

ﬁepresentations 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: Various aspects in relation to Elvington village

TP1 Annexes 4 and 5
Document:

Various, including pA4.17, pA5.41 ff

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?

No X

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

No X
4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)

I consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant. And I consider the Local Plan does not comply with
the Duty to Cooperate.

These proposals regarding Elvington village appear to have been made without direct engagement with the
village, and without any attempt to take on board the responses of the village from every previous phase of
this and related consultation exercises. Such responses have been overwhelming in number, consistent in
content, and generally constructive in nature; — yet they are simply ignored.

In particular, there has been no attempt to engage with Elvington Parish Council directly on any issues
affecting the village, or to pick up on those views it has made known. The PC and the villagers are not
'Nimbys', despite the direct depiction of PCs as such by CYC planning officers: the need for some
development is well acknowledged, and indeed Elvington has consistently absorbed more than its share of
growth over the past 30 years.

Representations from the villagers (and the PC) have been quite clear and indeed are moderately well
summarised on p146ff of the pre-publication consultation report: the village requires development to
respect the character and form of the village, rather than detract from it. Development of site H39 is
considered inappropriate in terms of impact upon the village character; but development behind the school
(H26) is welcomed. Submissions have presented good highly detailed arguments to support this, and those
points are not all re-iterated here. But despite this, CYC has taken the contrary view: it has not attempted
to deal with these consistent and strong representations from the residents. CYC then makes assertions
which simply do not stand up: for example earlier comments about H26 in relation to the rest of the village;
it would appear that their position is based on solely simply looking at a map, and not on knowledge of the
local environment. Similarly, their depiction of H39 might make some sense just looking at a map, but not
when viewed from the ground. One wonders:- have they actually visited Elvington at all?

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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Elvington has a positive role to play as a village within the Green Belt, contributing to the setting of York
as a whole. This was affirmed very strongly by the Inspector at the 1992/93 Inquiry, who made
unequivocal rulings about sites in the village (e.g. H39, or D75 as then was -- see later). Although
supported at that time by CYC, they inexplicably reversed their position several years later and have since
then ignored those findings.

Elvington values its form and rural character, and this is liable to be ruined by thoughtless development.
The thrust of the Green Belt consideration in the documentation appears to be slanted in relation to open
spaces outside the village: even if a village is to be inset, it is important that its rural nature is maintained
also, as this contributes to the overall setting. There are very few such villages in the York area, and while
they do contribute significantly to the housing stock, they do need to grow in a sensitive way: once they
become over-developed dormitory suburbs, we have lost them.

The character and form of Elvington is also especially vulnerable due to the elephant in the room, which is
ST15: a massive proposed new development very close by, potentially the size of Pocklington. That will
have colossal impact on Elvington, as well as the entire surrounding area — although almost impossible to
gauge the effect as we know so little about the detail. There has been astonishingly little promotion or
preparation for such impact. And there appears to have been minimal or no proactive engagement with the
village or its PC about this: and although in Elvington we are directly adjoint geographically to that
planned conurbation, it does feel as if we are viewing the planning only obliquely and from afar. At least
we should try and do all we can to maintain the rural small-scale character of Elvington in the face of this,
otherwise the area as a whole is degraded, and it becomes doubly important that this is not allowed to
happen.

The failure of Duty to Cooperate is profound.

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

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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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 No X Justified No X

Effective No X Consistent with national policy No X

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

The Local Plan is not Sound. It does not represent a blueprint for sustainable, consensual and organic growth of
the village, but rather arbitrary imposition of targets imposed from a bureaucracy, which although being based
only a few miles from Elvington feels very detached from it.

The Local Plan is not positively prepared. The driver at all costs seems to be to meet housing numbers in the
York area. TP1 Annex 4 acknowledges the character of Elvington area, and description of existing boundaries;
but then there are rather meaningless standard remarks about 'Strategic Permanence', and all of this is then largely
subsequently ignored, and is steam-rollered by 'Exceptional Circumstances'.

With regard to site H39, the arguments in A5 (p41ff) are not balanced or entirely accurate. For example:-

Site Overview

Prime emphasis (underlined) seems to be on the willingness of the (absentee) landowner to sell: well,
surely this is a feature of almost any site, and given the value of building land who should be surprised by
this? If this factor is the prime driver for our Local Plan, rather than creative environmental and visual
considerations combining top-down strategy with local knowledge and views, then the planning process

is in a poor state.

The (again underlined) statement about access to services and transport might be regarded as
disingenuous here, given the very real traffic concerns which would arise in Beckside from this
development (well outlined in other submissions).

There is then the blanket statement about Exceptional Circumstances, basically saying we need houses.
OK -- but no consideration given to alternatives the village has been suggesting. The need for houses is
not an excuse to disregard to ride roughshod over the rural nature of the village, especially when the
village is suggesting alternatives.

While the definition of unrestricted sprawl may be subjective, this would be a significant extension of a
housing estate (Beckside) already over-large in relation to the shape and form of Elvington.

Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. This is precisely encroachment into the countryside:
building a housing estate on a rural meadow alongside the rural extension of Church Lane. This is the
main objection.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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We have not been able to correlate this with the documents mentioned. However, I quote from the report
of the Inspector of the 1992/3 Inquiry in relation to this site (then D75):

D75.11 Site D75 is more enclosed, and has a much more close
relationship with the village. Its basic character remains however
more one of open countryside than of an open part of the village,
and it adds to the character of the village by its important
contribution to its setting. This in turn makes a contribution to
the character of the setting of York. The contribution is
inevitably small compared to that made by sites adjoining or close
to York itself, but it is nonetheless one part of the principal
function of the Green Belt. 1 consider that site D75 should remain
open in order to fulfil Green Belt functions. Even if 1 were to
consider that there was an overriding need to make further
provision of Qland for future development, it would be
inappropriate to exclude this site from the Green Belt when there
are likely to be difficulties in relation to the provision of an
access to the site which would not cause harm to the character of
the village or the amenities of its existing residents.

Aside from the continued pressure on housing, nothing has changed here, so why can this be ignored?

This statement about recognisable and permanent features is manifestly untrue in relation to the western
boundary, which is to all intents and purposes nonexistent. How long could any artificial boundary
survive, given the "willingness of the landowner to sell"? Mention is made of the SINC hedge on the
southern boundary: is this not equally true of the northern boundary? (We believe there are bats living in
these hedgerows/trees).

Positive preparation would show evidence of awareness of the site on the ground, rather than just from a
map, and engagement with consensus views of residents. Where CYC views clearly contradict
established local consensus views, this needs to be discussed and explored mutually.

Positive preparation should also go a lot further than it has at this stage in exploring the opportunities, constraints,
and impact of the massive development ST15. This rather fluid proposal, which has moved from next to the A64
ring road onto the airfield, appears to have received astonishingly little either scrutiny or promotion in relation to
its scale and impact. For what is essentially a whole new town, one would expect to have some idea what it might
look like and how it might operate -- but we don't.

While ST15 may have its merits as a settlement, the danger is that it will be approved simply to help the housing
targets (again, based primarily on landowners' willingness to sell rather than strategic optimisation?), and only
later will we all understand the detailed effect of the traffic and environmental impact, by which time the room for
manoeuvre by the planners will be very limited. One gets little confidence that this will be a positive and
sensitive development of the highest standard, with support from the entire York community and all stakeholders
(of which Elvington must surely be a key part). Rather, perhaps because of the limited proactive public
engagement about it, one fears that it may simply be a race to the bottom and a large highly dense dormitory area
having little sympathy with its rural surroundings and with highly detrimental local environmental and traffic
impact. It is also unclear what weight is given to the need to prevent coalescence of settlements, and preserve
Elvington in such proximity to an overwhelming neighbour.

The Local Plan is not Justified. It is not "... the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence". By way of example, widely expressed cogent
suggestions in favour of development on H26 as an alternative to H39 appear simply swept aside by unsupported
CYC arguments.

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
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The Local Plan is not Effective. It does not represent joint working and planning: in particular there is a marked
failure to engage the Parish Council. (It is unfortunate that Elvington has not yet succeeded in producing a formal
Neighbourhood Plan — that makes it all the more important that CYC should engage with the PC to find out its
views, and help develop consensus).

The Local Plan is not Consistent with national policy. The NPPF says (§17) "... Planning should be
....empowering local people to shape their surroundings, with succinct local and neighbourhood plans setting out
a positive vision for the future of the area." This Plan fails to demonstrate that.

Also, NPPF ".... take account of the different roles and character of different areas, promoting the vitality of our
main urban areas, protecting the Green Belts around them, recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside and supporting thriving rural communities within it". We cannot identify these criteria clearly within
the Local Plan. Elvington is one of few villages within the Greater York area which has maintained its rural
character, thereby enhancing that of the overall area. The Local Plan offers little confidence that this will be
respected, e.g. approach to H39 building a housing estate alongside a rural lane; and every fear that the rural area
will simply be swamped with a huge conurbation (ST15).

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.

Necessary changes would be:-

o Local Plan to take on board, respect, and engage directly with, and reflect the overwhelming number
of constructive and considered representations & responses made by Elvington residents in all stages
of the Local Plan consultations.

o Direct consideration and discussion of the position and status of Elvington Village, and the impact of
proposed developments (especially ST15, H39) upon the village. Such considerations and
discussions ideally through the Parish Council.

o Plan amended to reflect views of Elvington village residents and Parish Council.

o Positive confirmation of Elvington's important position in the Green Belt around York city, and
contribution to the area as a whole..

o Much more detailed analysis of the impact of ST15 upon the village and its environs prior to
allowing this to go ahead, as well as much more advanced design guidelines.

. Retention of Site H39 in the Greenbelt.

° If necessary, designation of site H26 for housing development in Elvington, following careful

discussion as to how this may make a positive contribution to the village.
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Representations received after this time will not be considereddgéyahatié486



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 \/
session at the examination. | would like my Yes, | wish to appear at the
representation to be dealt with by written examination

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:

e

significantly. I have also had time to appreciate the positive aspects of the village, together with such
growth, in terms of its life, character and environment — and how it relates to, and contributes to, the

York area as a whole.

Local Plan issues have concerned me throughout this period, and I presented evidence on behalf of the

village _ I can help place into context both locally and temporally the

background and some planning history of sites in Elvington, and help correct some of the mis-
representations made in the Local Plan proposals.

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.
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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.

22 July 2019

Signature Date

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considereddgéyat atié486



PM:SID 91

From: Debbie Hume

Sent: 01 July 2019 16:20

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Cc: James Simpson;

Subject: Representations to the Proposed Mods of York Local Plan

Attachments: reps to Proposed Mods.pdf; Reps to TP1.pdf; Representations June 2019 (002) (002)

(002) (003).docx; 318-100 series-revJ-A1-landscape (2).pdf

Importance: High

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 the Representations submitted on behalf of Westfield Lodge and Yaldara Ltd to the City of York
Local Plan Proposed Modifications and TP1/Annex 4 Background Papers to the Proposed Modifications.

Please confirm receipt and keep us advised of progress.
Yours Faithfully

Debbie Hume
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REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CITY OF YORK
LOCAL PLAN PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS
& TP1 ( MARCH 2019)

ON BEHALF OF WESTFIELD LODGE AND
YALDARA LTD

REGARDING LAND ADJACENTTO
GREYSTONE COURT, HAXBY,YORKS ( H37)

JUNE 2019

Strathmore Estates
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1.0 OVERVIEW OF REPRESENTATIONS TO YORK LOCAL PLAN WITH
REFERENCE TO LOCAL PLAN PLANNED HOUSING PROVISION AND SITE
ALLOCATION H37 ( LAND AT GREYSTONES COURT, HAXBY) & GREEN BELT
BOUNDARY ISSUES

Background

Our clients, Westfield Lodge and Yaldara Ltd, have been closely involved in the promotion of the
subject site through the emerging Local Plan with Officers of York City Council since September
2012.

2012

Following the Call for Sites Submission in September 2012 on behalf of the joint landowners
Westfield Lodge Ltd and Crackmount Investments Ltd (now Yaldara Ltd) regarding land adjacent to
Greystone Court, Haxby, we met with Officers of the Integrated Strategy Unit of the City of York on
3" October 2012 and we submitted a more detailed initial representation for the Council’s
consideration.

2013

Following a thorough sieving exercise and detailed internal consultations, York City Council accepted
the planning justification for the allocation of this site for residential purposes and identified the
subject site for short term housing development in Draft Policy H3 (Site Allocation H37 ) of the
Preferred Options Consultation Draft of the Local Plan ( 2013). Further representations were
submitted on behalf of the landowners in June 2013, in support of the local plan allocation,
promoting a slight increase in developable area/density to 47 dwellings, whilst maintaining the same
overall enhancement principle. The OAHN was 1090 dwellings per annum based on an economic
growth scenario .Independent advice was sought from Arup.

2014

Continuing this liaison with Officers of York Council and in accordance with the owner’s willingness
to work with the Local Planning Authority, they were encouraged to progress with a Pre-Application
Submission to seek written Pre-Application advice regarding the redevelopment of this site for short
term housing provision. Notwithstanding the draft status of the emerging York Local Plan pending
the Local Plans advancement and ultimate adoption, the aim was to work up some agreed principles
for the future development of this site, with Officers of the Council.

Accordingly, a Pre-Application submission was submitted in March 2014. Following detailed liaison
and consultation within the Council including a meeting with Planning and Highway Officers, we
received the Council’s Preliminary Pre-Application advice on 21st May 2014. Following further
discussions with Officers of York CC and revisions to the lllustrative Master Plan, the Council
provided their finalised pre-application advice letter on 19" September 2014 in support of the
development of the site, pending the adoption of the Local Plan.
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The subject site was duly allocated for housing (H37) in the proposed Publication Draft Local Plan
(September 2014). This document was approved by the LPWG Committee and the Cabinet and the
Local Plan was to be ratified before being placed on deposit prior to Submission to the Secretary of
State. The OAHN was 996 dwellings per annum.

However, at this point there was a political change within the Council and as a consequence, the
Full Council required the Planning Officers to prepare a new Local Plan based on reduced housing
provision.

2016

Following a further 18 month delay in the Local Plan process, a revised Preferred Sites Consultation
(July 2016) was published for consultation. The subject site (H37) was proposed to be deleted from
the allocated housing sites on primarily Drainage and Green Belt grounds. Representations were
submitted (August 2016) to challenge this deletion and request reinstatement. The OAHN figure was
reduced to 841 dwellings per annum. A reduction of 155 dwellings per annum.

2017

These representations, along with all representations, were considered in detail at the Local Plan
Working Group Meeting held on 10th July 2017. (See extracts from Agenda Papers of the LPWG
Meeting 10.7.2017 & 23.01.2018).Notwithstanding the objectively assessed housing need identified
by GL Hearn and the Officers recommendation (i) for 953 dwellings pa in order to be NPPF
compliant, this recommendation was rejected. The GL Hearn recommendation included a 10% uplift
in response to market signals and affordable housing need. To meet this objectively assessed need
sites listed in Tables 1-4 sites were suggested, which included the reinstatement of the previous
allocation of the subject site (Site H37 Table 3) following detailed consideration by Officers, of all
technical matters. Officers therefore suggested that Site H37 be included again as an allocation
within the Local Plan (pg. 89).

Nevertheless, this Officer recommendation was rejected by Members who opted for a lower OAHN
of 867 dwellings per annum removing the need to include the additional Housing Allocations
required to meet the GL Hearn OAHN figure with 10% uplift.

2018

The resultant Publication Draft 2018 therefore excluded the subject site and proposed an OAHN
figure of 867 dwellings per annum.

2019

The Proposed Modifications June 2019 have sought further advice from GL Hearn based on more
recent ONS figures. G L Hearn’s latest advice fundamentally alters the OAN figure to 790 dpa. This is
significantly lower than any previous OAN figure proposed by York CC, since the commencement of
the Local Plan review in 2013.This figure is entirely out of kilter with all previous OAN figures for York
but also with the Government’s overall objective to realise the significant increase in housing
required to address need and their own calculations.

One has to seriously question the credibility and soundness of this revised figure which is

significantly lower and therefore avoids allocating additional sites previously allocated for housing,
such as the subject site Greystone Court H37.
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Representations to Proposed Modifications & TP1: Approach To Defining
York’s Green Belt

Accordingly, these representations object to the overall revised OAN housing need figure proposed
in the Proposed Modifications (PM 3; PM4; PM5; PM20(a) to (d); PM21(a) —(d);PM22) and request
that Site Allocation H37 is reinstated as a housing allocation and removed from the Green Belt, as
originally and consistently promoted by Officers of York City Council from 2013-2017.

Accordingly, these Representations also object to the City of York Local Plan: Topic Paper TP1:
Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt Addendum March 2019 & Annex 4.This most recent
document proposes the retention of the subject site (H37) within the Green Belt, whereas previously
it was proposed to be removed from the Green Belt for housing land. Thus these objections (as all
previous representations) are consistently and intrinsically linked to the new definition of the Green
Belt boundary (PM29-PM41 in TP1 & Annex 4 pg 22/23) of the Urban Area Inset of Haxby within the
Green Belt.

In accordance with all previous representations, we consider that the Proposed Modifications and
TP1 are not “sound” and they fail on the following grounds, in that they are not:

(i) Positively prepared

(ii) Justified;

(iii) Effective; and

(iv) Consistent with national policy.

The Proposed Modifications planned housing provision seriously conflicts with the Government’s
draft Housing White Paper ( Consultation Sept 2017), which indicates a standard form of calculation
and a significantly higher figure of 1070 dwellings per annum in order to address the housing need
in York City and the question of affordability. Whilst this was a consultation exercise, it nevertheless
reflected the likely direction of travel promoted by Central Government when planning for new
housing to meet local need. This figure of 1070 d/p/a corresponds closely with the original OAHN
figure of 1090 d/p/a proposed in the Preferred Options Draft June 2013. The latest OAN figure of
790 dpa falls significantly below this figure and indeed all previous figures proposed by York CC over
the past 6 years, at a time when the need for housing is greatest.

Whilst these representations address the lack of soundness of these Proposed Modifications and as
a consequence, support the reinstatement of Site H37 (previously included in the Local Plan) in order
to help meet housing need, along with other previously deleted sites, it is significant to take into
consideration all previous representations made consistently in support of the allocation of the
subject site (H37) since 2012.

2.0 CONSIDERATION OF THE GROUNDS FOR A SOUND LOCAL PLAN:
PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS

(i) POSITIVELY PREPARED
The relevant planning legislation states that a LPA must only submit a plan for examination which is
considered to be sound. This is defined by the NPPF (2012) para 182. There are 4 criteria. The first is

that the Plan must be:

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

Furthermore para 17 of the NPPF states that:

“Every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business and
other development needs of an area and respond positively to wider opportunities for growth.
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.

Additionally, para 47 of the NPPF states that LPAs 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...”

Moreover the NPPG (March 2019) includes guidance for LPAs in objectively assessing and evidencing
development needs for housing. It states that

“The assessment of development needs is an objective assessment of need based on facts and
unbiased evidence. Plan makers should not apply constraints to the overall assessment of need,
such as limitations imposed by supply of land for new development, historic under performance,
viability, infrastructure or environmental constraints.”

The Planning Advisory Service (PAS) provides further guidance to LPA on plan making. The PAS have
produced guidance on undertaking their assessment of housing need in their technical advice note
“Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets”, Technical Advice Note June 2014. Their definition
of total housing need is as follows:

“The housing that households are willing and able to buy or rent, either from their own resources
or with assistance from the state.”

Within this national planning policy context, we consider the York City Council’s latest assessment of
housing need in the Proposed Modifications 2019.

The Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) provides the evidence base for the Local Plan. This
ensures that the emerging draft Local Plan is NPPF compliant. Notably, the key objective of the NPPF
is to “boost significantly the supply of housing.”

The Department for Communities and Local Government has published its own assessment of
housing need across the country. The Governments proposed standard formula for calculating the
OAN equates to 1,070 dwellings pa which is significantly higher than the current 790 d/pa currently
proposed.

Whilst this is a consultation document, this most recent guidance issued by the Government along
with their own assessment of OAN for each LPA area, further demonstrates that the current OAN
figure of 790 is not compliant with the key objective of the NPPF to significantly boost housing.
Significantly, the majority of housebuilders who made representations to the previous Preferred
Sites Consultation indicated across the board that the OAN was too low previously and the majority
supported a figure nearer to the Government’s own assessment of over 1000 plus dwellings. Indeed
the earlier Preferred Options Draft Plan 2013 proposed an OAN figure of 1090 dwg pa.
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Fundamentally, it is not reasonable or logical for York CC to now rely on new evidence which so
significantly and fundamentally flies in the face of all previous evidence and the Governments own
calculations, at a time of great demand for a choice of houses which the local residential
population can afford. We therefore contend that the Proposed Modifications do not make
provision for sufficient housing land to meet housing need and accordingly H37 should be reinstated
as an allocated housing site.

(i) JUSTIFIED
The planning legislation and NPPF requires that in order for the plan to be sound it must be:

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

As demonstrated above, we do not consider that the LPA have adopted the most appropriate
strategy. This review of a Local Plan (last adopted in the 50s) is the appropriate time to consider and
finalise/ adopt green belt boundaries (currently draft boundaries) for the longer term whilst
simultaneously addressing objective housing need over the plan period to meet local need.

Unfortunately, political considerations have been introduced into the Local Plan process, leading to
lengthy delays in its preparation of the plan (6 years) and a determined political approach to build
the minimum houses and protect the draft green belt rather than adopt a sound plan and properly
consider green belt boundary issues.

As such, the adherence to vast strategic sites to build the majority of housing proposed requires a
significant amount of up front funding for infrastructure and necessarily are more complicated to
deliver. This constrains the overall supply of housing particularly in the short term, whereas the most
appropriate strategy is to consider all options (including appropriate land on the fringes of the draft
green belt) with the result that a full range and choice of appropriate sites are allocated for
development throughout the plan period.

Officers undertook this task in 2013 following a thorough sieving exercise. H37 was allocated at the
outset. More recently, Officers advised that if one accepted GL Hearn’s independent advice on uplift
(which was conservative) then H37 should be reinstated as an allocated site. This site is immediately
available for development having undertaken detailed pre-application Officer advice and addressed
all details via specialist consultancy advice as part of the earlier representations. The reinstatement
of a range of smaller, available sites such as H37, rather than an intensification of housing on large
strategic sites, is the_most appropriate strategy having regard to the NPPF context. On these
grounds the Proposed Modifications and TP1 are not justified and therefore not sound.

(iii) EFFECTIVE
The NPPF advises that in order for a Local Plan to be sound it must be:

“Effective: the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on
cross boundary strategy priorities”.

Draft Policy H1 allocates only 40 sites to meet the OAN for York over the Plan period. 19 of these
sites comprise large development sites of over 100 dwellings whilst, 9 of these sites are strategic
sites which are required to deliver very significant dwelling numbers, indeed the vast majority of all
the planned housing. (eg ST15 proposes to deliver 3,339 dwellings; ST14 : 1,348; ST5: 1,700 or ST1:
1,200 and ST36: 769 dwellings.)
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These sites will require a significant amount of infrastructure at the outset and very detailed master
planning. It is well documented that this incurs much delay in any development programme. We
therefore seriously question the deliverability of a consistent 5 year housing land supply to ensure
choice and competition. This is not a realistic approach but an “all eggs in one basket” approach.

The NPPF definition of deliverability is:

“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
site within 5 years and in particular that development of the site is viable.”

A far more realistic and deliverable approach would be to allocate a wider range of smaller sites of
varying sizes which could come on stream more readily throughout the Plan period and many within
the first 5 years, such as H37, which is immediately available and deliverable for development. Pre-
application advice has already been sought on much of the detailed material planning considerations
for H37.

This development site is owned jointly by one single family. It is not in a flood plain; nor does it fall
within a nature conservation designation; it is not contaminated; it is not classified as high quality
agricultural land, it has no overhead power cables and as it is a green field site, it does not require
clearance/ demolition works. It is relatively flat and has no physical development constraints. The
site is available now, it offers a suitable, sustainable location for housing and there are very realistic
prospects that the proposed housing could be delivered on this site with 12-18m from the grant of a
planning permission. It is therefore highly deliverable, helping to meet York City Council’s immediate
5 year land supply. The site already has market interest.

We seriously question the deliverability of the proposed allocated housing in the Publication Draft
and Proposed Modifications consistently over the plan period. The Plan therefore fails to be
effective and is not considered sound.

(iv) CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL POLICY

The NPPF advises that in order to be sound the Plan must be:

“Consistent with national policy: the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development
in accordance with policies of the Framework.”

National policy is contained in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) issued in 2012. Para
17 of the NPPF states that:

“Every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business and
other development needs of an area and respond positively to wider opportunities for growth.
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.

Additionally, para 47 of the NPPF states that LPAs should:

“To boost significantly the supply of housing,..”

The Planning Advisory Service (PAS) provides further guidance to LPA on plan making. The PAS have
produced guidance on undertaking their assessment of housing need in their technical advice note
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“Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets”, Technical Advice Note June 2014. Their definition
of total housing need is as follows:

“The housing that households are willing and able to buy or rent, either from their own resources
or with assistance from the state.”

Para 182 of the NPPF states that:
“A LPA should submit a plan for examination which is considers is “sound”, namely that it is:

e Positively prepared;

e Justified;

o Effective

e Consistent with national policy”

For the reasons set out in the preceding sections, it is demonstrably the case that the Publication
Draft and Proposed Modifications do not comply with national policy and fails this test of soundness.

3.0 CONSIDERATIONS FOR A SOUND TP1 : APPROACH TO DEFINING YORK’S
GREEN BELT

This Topic Paper was drafted recently in March 2019. It sets out the approach to defining
Yorks Green Belt for this Local Plan, where detailed inner and outer boundaries are being
set for the first time. This Background Paper has been prepared in order to support the
Proposed Modifications and the Local Plan approach.

The subject site, H37 falls on the southern urban edge of the Haxby urban area which is
inset within the Green Belt. Previously the site has been proposed to be removed from the
Green Belt as part of this Local Plan Review. However the Publication Draft and the
Proposed Modifications now propose to retain this formerly allocated site within the Green
Belt.

TP1 demonstrates how York CC have sought to define these detailed Green Belt boundaries
for the first time. If one interrogates the identified approach to defining these detailed
Green Belt boundaries, one can draw the following observations:

e Figure 3, it is evident that subject Site H37 is specifically EXCLUDED from the “Area
Preventing Coalescence” and the “Extension of the Green Wedge”.

e Figure 4 shows that Haxby is a SUSTAINABLE location which has access to 2 or more
services within 800m.

e Figure 5 again demonstrates that H37 is EXCLUDED from the “Area of the City
Essential for Preventing Coalescence.”

e Figure 6 demonstrates that H37 is EXCLUDED from Nature Conservation Sites;
Existing Open Space and from Green Infrastructure Corridors.

e Figure 7 demonstrates that Site H37 is also EXCLUDED from the “Strategic Area to
Keep Permanently Open”

TP1 advises that these considerations “sets the context for defining Green Belt
boundaries”.
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Figure 18 identifies the Proposed Boundaries of Area Inset within the Green Belt and Annex
4 pgs 22-23. Notwithstanding that H37 is excluded and therefore does not have a harmful
impact on the historic setting of York and coalescence; nature conservation; open space;
green infrastructure corridors or strategic areas to keep permanently open and the site is
sustainable, the site is nevertheless proposed to be included within the green belt
boundary. This is an illogical conclusion to this sieving process and is not a sound approach
based on the evidence produced in TP1.

Previously when the Council undertook a Site Selection process to identify potentially
suitable sites for Housing and reviewed this selection against green belt purposes, this site
was promoted by the LPA for housing. This selection process remains the same and
fundamentally nothing has changed in this regard but the conclusions in this case are
unsound.

This is an anomaly. If one considers the proposed detailed boundary on the southern edge
of Haxby it is illogical, given the Haxby Gate ribbon development ( east of H37) protruding
southwards .Accordingly we would request that Site H37 is included in Table 2 of TP1 as a
site identified in the general extent of York’s Green Belt and consequently in Policy H1 of the
Local Plan and the detailed green belt boundary shown in Annex 4 pg 22 is amended to
exclude the subject site from the Green Belt boundary .This would be justified on the
evidence and the approach adopted by TP1 for defining detailed Green Belt boundaries
for the first time in 15 years.

Para 8.8 of TP1 confirms that 7,540 dwellings are to be delivered on Strategic Sites within
the green belt and only 229 dwellings on other smaller general site locations within the
green belt. Thus, less than 3% of dwellings are from smaller and more deliverable sites. We
consider that this is not a sound strategy and that in order to maximise the potential to
deliver dwellings particularly in the short term to help meet the persistent under-delivery of
housing that the subject site H37 should be excluded from the Green Belt and re-allocated
for 47 dwellings as originally proposed by York Council.

We have previously demonstrated that this site is deliverable and viable and can be
developed in the short term. The creation of a sizeable dedicated Open Space/Woodland
walk area in perpetuity for the community of Haxby would ensure a defensible, permanent
Green Belt boundary to safeguard against future coalescence as previously recognised and
accepted by Officers. (See site plan and proposed boundaries attached). See previous
detailed green belt considerations in Appendix A3 attached.

We therefore respectfully request that this Housing Site H37 is reinstated as an allocated
site for housing and removed from the Green Belt boundary which is consistent with Yorks
approach to defining the detailed green belt boundaries for the first time in the Local Plan
for the next 15 years in TP1. The current approach as outlined in TP1 is not sound, in
particular, it is not justified or effective based on the evidence.
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS

o These representations demonstrate that the Proposed Modifications and TP1 fail the 4 tests
of soundness, namely: positively prepared; justified; effective and consistent with national

policy.

e The Government’s Consultation Housing White Paper calculates the requirement for a
significantly higher annual housing need figure, well in excess of the GL Hearn figure of 790.

e This latest OAN of 790 dpa flies in the face of all previous Local Plan evidence spanning 6
years and the Government’s own calculations and is highly questionable.

e Furthermore the overall strategy cannot be justified with its over-reliance on large strategic
sites to deliver most of the housing for the plan period. There should be a greater reliance
on smaller sites throughout the plan period to maximise delivery. This is not a sound
strategy.

e To address these flaws in the soundness of the Proposed Modifications we request the
reinstatement of those housing allocations listed in Table 1- 3 and in particular site H37 of
the Officer’s Report LPWG 23" January 2018. Site H37 has been thoroughly assessed
technically by Officers of the Council and previously consulted upon and are considered
technically appropriate for housing development and removal from the Green Belt.

e By reinstating these additional Table 1- 3 sites, the Council will be securing the optimum
delivery of housing over the planned period, as the supply chain will benefit from a wider
range of smaller sites which have a reduced requirement for up front infrastructure funding
and are less complicated to implement in the short/medium term.

e This is the appropriate time to release site H37 from the Green Belt through this Local Plan
exercise, to review detailed green belt boundaries for the first time, in a planned manner, in
order to address affordable housing and affordable market housing and persistent under
provision of housing, for the local residents of the City of York.

e  Site H37 is a modest, deliverable, short term housing allocation with the associated
provision of dedicated public open space for the local community of Haxby. This in turn
creates a defensible, permanent green belt boundary.

o If the subject site (H37) is not reinstated as a housing allocation, given its previous

identification for housing in earlier draft Local Plan versions, we request that the site is
allocated as longer term “safeguarded land” for future growth within the Green Belt.
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APPENDIX

A.1. DETAILED SITE SPECIFIC TECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS OF SITE
ALLOCATION H37

The subject site is located adjacent to the southern built edge of Haxby. It comprises rough,
unmanaged, scrub land and extends to 3.57ha. Of this it is proposed that only 1.95 ha is allocated for
housing development with the substantial remainder of the site proposed as public open space
(POS) which will remain within the green belt. See lllustrative Layout Plan Rev J which shows the red
line boundary of the site proposed for housing allocation.

The site is roughly rectangular and relatively flat. Its western boundary is demarcated by the
Westfield Beck, a major local drain. The northern boundary is the hard built edge of the existing
dwellings in Ashwood Glade and Hilbra Avenue. Hilbra Avenue dyke demarcates the north- eastern
boundary. The southern and eastern boundary of the site will be defined by the dedicated structural
tree belt and POS.
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Access to the allocated site would be directly off Greystone Court, which currently has a locked gate
across this existing road to prevent vehicular access to this land. Services for the site will be taken
from this existing road.

The site is owned jointly within one family. It has no physical constraints. The site is available for
development now.

(i) Pre-Application Consultation Undertaken in 2014

The site was proposed to be allocated in its entirety (3.567 ha) in the Preferred Options Consultation
Draft (June 2013). At this time, notwithstanding the draft status of the allocation, the owners of the
subject site were encouraged to undertake pre-application advice, in order to work up some agreed
development principles for the development as this was identified as a short term, deliverable
housing site.

A pre-application proposal was submitted in March 2014 supported by Illustrating Layout Plan
318/1000 Rev (H). Following a pre-application meeting with Planning and Highway Officers and
detailed liaison with technical officers, a draft pre-application letter was received dated 21°* May
2014. Further amendments to the layout were made to address detailed matters culminating in Rev
I. Finalised pre-application written advice from York City Council was issued, dated 19" September
2014.( Appendix A)

The advice drew from a wide range of consultees and focussed on the detail of development in
advance of working up a planning application. York City Council’s Officer advice, which was subject
to the progress of the Local Plan, supported the proposed development of 47 dwellings on a site of
1.95 ha. (Rev I: Appendix B) Accordingly, York City Council suggested entering into a Planning
Performance Agreement with the agreement of an acceptable determination date determined by
the Local Plan programme.

(ii) Developable Area of Proposed Site Allocation H37

These representations are supported by Illustrative Layout Rev J (Appendix B) which significantly,
has been revised to amend and reduce the overall site boundary from 3.567 ha to 1.95 ha in order to
clarify the site area proposed for this proposed housing allocation. The remainder of the site, which
is proposed to be laid out as public open space, will remain permanently within the green belt as it is
proposed to be dedicated in perpetuity to York City Council / Haxby Town Council.

The Preferred Options Local Plan (2013) removed the entire site of 3.56 ha from the Area Preventing
Coalescence and included it within the new settlement boundary of Haxby. (General Housing Site
H37). Within this wider settlement boundary and in accordance with our earlier Call for Sites
Submission, the LPA allocated 1.4 ha for residential development. Having applied a standard density
ratio of 30d/per/ha as a general guide to ensure the efficient use of land, the site was previously
identified as having a capacity to accommodate 34 dwellings.

In our clients subsequent representations to the Preferred Options June 2013 we proposed to
extend the “developable area” slightly within the overall allocated area from 1.4ha to 1.95ha which
still only comprises 55% of the entire site, with the remainder comprising open space; a public
woodland walk and general landscaping. Applying the same general density ratio to this site would
accommodate 48 dwellings. The updated Illustrative Master Plan Rev J demonstrates a scheme of
mixed housing types comprising a total of 47 dwellings.
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It is evident from the lllustrative Master Plan Rev J that this slight extension to accommodate some
additional housing does not materially change the overall spatial impact that the proposed
development would have on the issue of the prevention of coalescence. The proposed allocation sits
well within the 3.56 area excluded from the Area of Coalescence and the site would still include the
same level of structural woodland planting and public open space.

This proposed “developable area” of 1.95 ha strikes a reasonable and appropriate balance between
the need for the efficient use of sustainable land and the need to protect this wider area from
encroachment. Moreover, this proposed modest increase in the developable area would have no
adverse impact on the visual appearance of the views of this built edge when viewed from both
nearer and distant vantage points, given the significant mitigation package of woodland planting and
open space proposed.

The most recent LPWG Meeting (10th July 2017) Officer Report to Members proposes to reinstate
the site allocation (H37) in Table 5 with a developable area of 1.95ha with the remainder of the site
used as open space.

(iii)Officer’s Technical Review of H37 Post Preferred Sites Consultation July 2016

Following the submission of detailed representations in August 2016, Officers considered the
detailed technical submissions on drainage; contamination; ecology and transport. Their assessment
is contained in the Report to LPWG Meeting (10" July) in Annex 1 (pgs. 70-71). The Officers confirm
that:

“The site is promoted alongside a generous provision of enhanced public open space
(incorporating a woodland walk, balancing ponds and reed beds) which is proposed to be
dedicated to York CC/Haxby TC in perpetuity and to remain within the Green Belt.”

The Officers confirm that the site was removed from the Preferred Sites Consultation Draft 2016 due
to potential drainage and flood risk issues. The Officers clarify that the proposed SUDS will be
located wholly within Flood Zone 1 and that Yorkshire Water has confirmed that they have no
objection in principle in terms of foul or surface water discharge.

Accordingly, this recent Officer assessment (10th July 2017) confirms that:

“Officers consider therefore that the site could be included as an allocation within the Local Plan.
See Map on page 89.”

The site was duly included in Table 5 (Sites including significant change) which Members may wish to
consider. The supporting text in para 48 of Officers Report to members confirms that “other sites
included (in Table 5) follow the consideration by Officers of submitted technical work.”

Para 49 (pg. 23) of the most recent Officer Report states that:

“If Members accept the recommendation of the GL Hearn Report then the additional sites and
boundary revisions highlighted in Annex 3 would need to be incorporated within the Local Plan...”

Members opted to reject GL Hearn’s independent recommendation to the City of York.

These representations demonstrate that without the inclusion of these Table 5 Site Allocations ,
which have all been assessed in technical detail and have the technical support of Officers ( and in
many cases were included as site allocations in the Preferred Options 2013) this Local Plan must be
found to be unsound.
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In their most recent report ( 23" January 2018) to the LPWG meeting Officers again recommended
the inclusion of additional sites to meet housing need. Table 3 included H37. This recommendation
was rejected.

(iv)Summary Of Site ( H37) Considerations

These representations support the reinstatement of the housing allocation (H37). For the avoidance
of doubt, this site extends to only 1.95 ha (developable area) whereas the site previously proposed
for allocation comprised 3.56 ha . The extensive remainder of the site, is proposed to be laid out as
public open space area (1.61 ha) and to remain permanently within the green belt.

The previous representations (See Appendix A) demonstrate robust and detailed justification for the
reinstatement of this housing allocation, on the margins of Haxby, for this sustainable development.
This proposed allocation would be developed in association with a substantial mitigation scheme.
This would comprise the creation of an extensive, public open space including: a significant

woodland tree belt; a woodland walk and a large balancing pond with reed beds as a landscape
feature and sustainable drainage system.

These enhanced landscape proposals for this site will significantly improve the visual appearance of
the southern boundary of Haxby and not prejudice the Area Preventing Coalescence, particularly as
there is already extensive ribbon development along the Haxby Road, as previously recognised and
accepted by Officers.

This proposal will create a more defensible, permanent Green Belt boundary, to safeguard against
future coalescence through the dedication of this POS to York CC/Haxby TC for the public in
perpetuity.

This allocation would help to meet the need for short term, new, open market housing and
affordable housing for the local community, in a modest and incremental manner whilst appropriate
financial contributions will be included as part of the grant of permission to fund the necessary
additional infrastructure required to support this new housing.

Independent evidence submitted in association with these previous representations from specialists
in relation to Highways; Drainage; Ecology and Contamination have all demonstrated and concluded
that there are no overriding technical constraints preventing the reinstatement of this allocation
(H37) of this site for residential development. This specialist evidence demonstrated that the
previous objections made by local objectors cannot be substantiated.

In particular a comprehensive Drainage Statement was previously submitted which addressed
specifically the issues raised by technical officers. It provides a Drainage Strategy and demonstrates
that there is a suitable drainage solution for this site. As such, drainage constraints cannot
reasonably be used to justify the deletion of this site as a housing allocation. Indeed there is no
objection from Yorkshire Water.

In summary, the proposed development of this modest site for housing is supported by far more
detail than is usual for consultation purposes in a Local Plan. As such, it has been demonstrated that
all technical matters have been considered at this very early stage through a pre-application
assessment of this proposed development in 2014 by Officers of City of York; these technical
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considerations were further reinforced by detailed representations submitted in August 2016. This
latter technical assessment of the subject site (H37) were assessed by Officers of City of York more
recently (10th July 2017 LPWG Report and 23" January 2018 ) which supported the technical
assessment and confirmed that Officers raised no objections and recommended the reinstatement
of the allocation of Site H37.

The level of detail already prepared for this site, would enable the early submission of a planning
application and enable the early delivery of this housing site within 12-18 months from the grant of
planning permission.

A.2 HISTORY OF SITE ALLOCATION (H37) IN YORK LOCAL PLAN

(i) Consideration of the Relevant Development Plan Context

The Development Plan for York currently consists only of the revoked parts of the Humber Regional
Strategy relating to the Green Belt of York. This does little more than identify the “general extent” of
the Green Belt in similar terms to the now revoked Structure Plan as “a belt whose outer edge is

about 6 miles from York City Centre. It required ” detailed boundaries” to be defined in order to
establish “long term development limits” that safeguard the special character and historic setting of
the City and take account of forecast growth levels to endure beyond the plan period (Policy YH9c).
This task has never been completed.

Whilst the City of York Development Control Local Plan was approved by the Council for
development control purposes in April 2005 it does not form part of the Development Plan for
development control purposes. No examination was ever completed and the Deposit Draft Plan
progressed through a series of untested modifications, all subject to a substantial number of
objections, until further work ceased in favour of the Core Strategy (the latter now withdrawn.)

Therefore, the 2005 Development Control Local Plan is some 12 years old and its role must largely
depend upon its consistency with the NPPF, whilst always bearing in mind that this 2005 Plan is not
actually part of the statutory Development Plan. It is evident that several recent appeal decisions
determined by the Secretary of State ascribe the 2005 Plan “very limited weight”.

Accordingly, the emerging new York Local Plan is seeking to address this vacuum and formally
define detailed green belt boundaries at the margins , for the first time, in relation to the built up
urban areas surrounding York and the surrounding town/ villages.

(ii) The Yorkshire and Humber Regional Plan- May 2008

As identified above, the majority of this Regional Spatial Policy guidance has now been revoked with
the exception relating to the Green Belt around York. The Key Diagram identifies the ‘general extent’
of the Green Belt as a belt whose outer edge is about 6 miles from York City Centre.

This Regional Guidance confirms that whilst this Key Diagram shows the general extent, there may
nevertheless be more specific and localised need to:
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“...reconsider the extent of Green Belt boundaries to meet identifiable needs...the detailed inner
boundary of the York Green Belt and parts of the outer boundary have not been designated in a
development plan.”(para 2.63)

Moreover, it recognises that:

“most sustainable locations to accommodate some of this development may be currently within
the Green Belt. This will be considered through the preparation of LDF’s...”(para 2.64)

Thus, this document does little more than establish a general regional context within which the
‘general extent’ of a belt of green space is identified, where it advises that the inner and outer
boundaries have not been defined in detail.

Accordingly, this current Local Plan review is an appropriate time to assess and formally define
these greenbelt boundaries.

(iii) 2005 Development Control Local Plan

As discussed above, this Plan is not statutorily adopted and as such does not form part of the
Development Plan, it is out of date and pre-dates the publication of the NPPF. Given its age, the
untested nature of the Plan, its relevance must largely depend upon its consistency with the NPPF,
notwithstanding that several recent appeal decisions determined by the Secretary of State ascribe
“very limited weight” to the policies of this Plan.

(iv)National Planning Policy Framework ( NPPF)

In the light of the publication of the NPPF, York Council recognised that this represented “a
fundamental reassessment of both the overall direction and detail of the planning system” and that
the LDF Core Strategy should be withdrawn and a new Local Plan should be prepared. (Reference
Local Development Framework Working Group Committee Report 3" September 2012).

This followed the Inspector’s “significant concerns” regarding potential soundness and compliance
of the Core Strategy. Subsequently, following the approval of the Community Stadium and Monks
Cross, the Inspector advised that a “radical review” of policy was required. The Council took on
board the:

e The need to plan positively for new development;

e That planning should operate to encourage and not act as an impediment to sustainable
growth;

e At the heart of the new system is a new ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’;

e A new emphasis on attention to viability to ensure development plans are deliverable;

e Local plans must be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national
policy.

In relation specifically to green belt land the NPPF advises that:

e |PAs should establish green belt boundaries in their Local Plans through their preparation or
review ;

e Indoing so, LPAs 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;
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e When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries LPAs should take account of the need
to promote sustainable patterns of development;

e Not include land which is unnecessary to keep permanently open;

o Define boundaries clearly using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to
be permanent.

(v) Preferred Options: City of York Local Plan June 2013

This document sought to address the previous Inspector’s concerns regarding the withdrawn Core
Strategy and adopted a fresh approach, in line with the NPPF requirements, to plan positively for
sustainable development. It sought to refresh the evidence base in the light of these new guidelines
and review the green belt boundaries at the margins.

Accordingly, in this Local Plan document, which was supported by background Technical Studies, the
subject site was removed from the Area of Prevention of Coalescence and allocated for residential
development (Draft Policy H3 : Allocation H37). This allocation identified the site for development in
the ‘short term’ and identifies the site for 34 dwellings based on a general density calculation.

Draft Policy H3 Table 10.1 identified the Housing Allocations and indicated that:

“Planning applications for housing submitted on these housing allocation sites and in accordance
with the phasing indicated will be approved if the proposed scheme is in accordance with the
relevant policies in the draft plan.”

The supporting text indicated that:

“ By allocating a site the Council is establishing the principle of development of that site for
housing.”

This allocation was supported by a ‘Sustainable Location Assessment ‘which is presented in the
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and the Site Selection Technical Paper ( June 3013). The site was also
assessed in the Historic Character and Setting Update ( June 2013): Annex B Site 27 which stated
that:

“This site was submitted through the Call for Sites process. Removal of this site from the Area
Preventing Coalescence and developing for residential development would not prejudice the Area
Preventing Coalescence between Haxby and New Earswick because the proposed development
would only form a modest extension to Haxby, mitigated by a soft landscaping approach to the
development, with a public woodland walk on the southern boundary of the proposed new
dwellings, significantly improving the visual appearance of the southern boundary of Haxby. The
proposal will create a more defensible , permanent boundary to safeguard against future
coalescence.”

Moreover, the Site Selection Paper ( June 2013): Annex 22 recognised that:

“...the removal of part of this site from the Area Preventing Coalescence and developing for
residential development would not prejudice the Area Preventing Coalescence between Haxby
and New Earswick because ribbon development already exists along Haxby Road and the
proposed development would only form a modest extension to Haxby, mitigated by a soft
landscaping approach to the development,...”

In relation to flooding and drainage matters, Annex 22 of the Assessment of Sites Technical Paper
states that:
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“The site is located within Flood Zone 1. A Flood Risk Assessment will be required in line with
Policy FRI of the Plan.

New development will be expected to incorporate Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS ) in line
with Policy FR2 and will not be permitted to allow outflow from ground water and/or drainage to
enter public sewers in line with policy FR3.”

Thus, this earlier draft local planning policy documentation, supported by detailed Technical Papers
, prepared within the context of the new NPPF guidance by York City Council’s technical officers,
acknowledged that in reviewing the boundaries of the Area Preventing Coalescence/Green Belt, the
subject site would not prejudice or materially harm the prevention of coalescence of Haxby and New
Earswick. Indeed, it is recognised that there is a ribbon of existing development to the east of the
site (Haxby Gates) which intrudes far deeper into the Area of Coalescence. Moreover, drainage and
flooding issues were assessed and it was concluded that the site fell within Flood Zone 1 and
drainage matters would not in principle constrain development.

( vi) Publication Draft 2014

Notwithstanding some local objections received to this allocation (which are considered below), the
subject site continued to be identified in the Publication Draft as an allocation for housing, on the
basis of all the Council’s own previous detailed technical evidence and site selection assessments.
Thus, the subject site was proposed to be allocated in Table 5.1 as site H37 for 34 dwellings (Short
term 1-5 yrs) pursuant to Policy H1.

Following a change in the political makeup of the Council, this Publication Draft 2014 was
subsequently abandoned, in favour of a review of the approach to planned housing provision.

(vii) Preferred Sites Consultation July 2016

The subsequent revised draft Local Plan Preferred Sites Consultation Draft July 2016 proposed the
deletion of the subject site as a previously proposed allocation for housing ( H37) in Table 12. The
guidance in the draft text advises that sites were discussed with relevant technical officers to:

“...understand whether anything had changed in relation to the site appraisal.”
The written justification provided for this reversal of this technical opinion, states that:

“The site has been removed following further technical officer consideration primarily relating to
surface water drainage and flooding issues but also concerns relating to coalescence and
cumulative impacts. The site contains areas of Flood Zone 2 and is adjacent to Flood Zone 3b
(functional flood plain) and is directly adjacent to Westfield Beck. There are significant concerns
relating to the capacity of the existing surface water drainage and sewerage system particularly in
relation to the capacity of Haxby Walbutts Waste Water Treatment Works. There are also Green
Belt concerns relating to weakening the degree of separation between Haxby and Wiggington and
New Earswick and encroachment into open countryside.”
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Having drilled down in order to try to understand what evidence has changed since June 2014, we
have referred to the Preferred Sites Consultation Sustainability Appraisal July 2016, where pg 49
considers the subject site H37. This summary states that:

“The site may provide 34 dwellings and therefore is likely to be positive for meeting housing need.
This site has access to services and facilities as well as transport connections and consequently
scores positively in relation to objectives regarding health, education, transport and equality and
accessibility.

Negative effects on land use are identified as the site is green field.

Potential negative effects are identified in relation to heritage as there is the potential for
archaeological deposits.

Negative effects on landscape have been potentially identified given this would move
development closer towards the outer ring road.

Potential negative effects are also identified given its proximity to a water course.

Neutral impacts are identified on biodiversity and flood risk assessments.”

The technical officer’s assessment in 2016 of the site conflicted with the previous technical officer
assessments of the subject site. Even within the Preferred Sites Consultation the reasons for the
proposed deletion of this site appear to conflict between the Preferred Sites Consultation and the
Sustainability Appraisal July 2016. The Preferred Sites Consultation identifies the primary reason for
proposed deletion as surface water drainage and flooding. Yet the Sustainability Appraisal refers to
“neutral impacts “for flood risk. These same drainage concerns were all identified in respect of the
Land North of Haxby Allocation (ST9) yet this site remained as a vast allocation, notwithstanding the
same potential negative impacts.

The reasons suggested in 2016 regarding the weakening of the separation between Haxby and
Wiggington/ New Earswick ignored the earlier evidence submitted and accepted fully by the
Technical Officers as sufficient mitigation in this matter to override these concerns, as outlined
above, both in relation to emerging local plan evidence and a detailed pre-application process.

(viii)Pre-Publication Draft October 2017

Officers considered this subject site to be appropriate in all technical respects for reinstatement as a
housing allocation (H37) in a recent report to the LPWG Meeting July 2017 (Annex 1 pg 70),
concluding that:

“Officers consider therefore that the site (H37) could be included as an allocation within the Plan
see map on page 89).”

However, Members rejected the majority of the sites contained in Table 5 of Officer’s Report to
LPWG 10" July 2017 and chose a lower OAHN figure for the Local Plan period. We have previously
demonstrated that this OAHN figure adopted by Members does not reflect the independent
assessment and recommendation of GL Hearn nor the latest draft Government assessments.
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Our representations to this Pre-Publication Draft request that the recommended GL Hearn OAHN is
at the very least, adopted in order to adequately address future housing need on the City of York
and that within this context, that the subject site be reinstated as a Housing Allocation (H37) having
been supported by Officers on all technical grounds.

Whilst the site falls within the draft Green Belt, on the built southern edge of Haxby, this site should
nonetheless be removed from the GB as part of this Local Plan review and reallocated for
development to boost housing and meet local need, in accordance with the NPPF requirements and
City of York Officer assessments. Demonstrably, without the inclusion of Table 5 sites, the Local Plan
cannot adequately meet housing need for the plan period and as such cannot be found sound.

(ix)Publication Draft 2018

Similarly in the Officers most recent Report to LPWG Meeting on 23™ January 2018 they supported
the reinstatement of H37 having been satisfied on all technical issues and acknowledging that this
site had already had public scrutiny.

This recommendation was nevertheless rejected by LPWG Committee. H37 currently remains
excluded from the Publication Draft Housing Allocations.

A.3. GREEN BELT CONSIDERATIONS

(i)Principle of Housing Allocation and Green Belt Boundary Considerations

In allocating this site for housing in previous drafts, the LPA have already acknowledged the sites
appropriateness in principle, for residential development and its potential to meet short term
housing demand having fully assessed the site through various published background technical
papers prepared by York CC technical officers.

Despite the whole open area of land between the southern boundary of Haxby and York previously
being designated as an Area Preventing Coalescence, it is evident and was previously recognised by
technical officers, that this area has already been significantly breached by the ribbon development
which extends southwards along the Haxby Road (Haxby Gates) where residential dwellings line
both sides of this road. Thus, this southern boundary of Haxby already protruded into this Area of
Coalescence as a long finger of development which can be readily seen from the ring road to the
south and from the open area of countryside. Please refer to lllustrative Master Plan. This includes a
1:2500 Site Location Plan, which clearly shows this intrusion, in relation to the subject site. This
anomaly was recognised in the previous drafts where a correct settlement boundary for Haxby was
drawn, to accurately reflect the existence of this ribbon development.

Currently, the “hard” built southern edge of Haxby , comprising the existing residential
development off Greystone Court, can be seen from various distant vantage points along the ring
road and from nearer viewpoints within the open area. A fundamental part of the proposed
development of this site comprises the creation of a dense, structural woodland belt which “wraps”
around the southern part of the site and entirely screens the new housing from view. As part of the
pre-application submission, we enclosed panoramic photographs from Vantage Point A (near view)
and Vantage Point B (distant view) comparing the existing built southern edge of Haxby and a CGI of
the proposed southern boundary, where the latter is entirely screened by the proposed structural
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landscaping. Beyond, to the south of this landscaping belt there will be a significant area of public
open space which can either be dedicated to York Council/ Haxby Town Council for the public’s use
in perpetuity or managed by a management company, associated with the development, for the
public’s benefit.

Thus, as demonstrated, this proposal to include a modest area of land on the edge of Haxby for
future housing to meet housing demand in the short term would create an acceptable form of
sustainable development and would be appropriate in land use planning terms. This would comprise
a modest extension to Haxby, without further harming the issue of coalescence, given the site would
sit well within the existing Haxby Gate ribbon extension. Furthermore, the development itself would
create an overall enhancement of this southern boundary through the proposed structural
landscaping to “soften” views of this southern boundary.

This carefully planned mitigation package strongly supports the re- allocation of this site for
residential development, as previously supported in the previous Background Technical Papers and
in the previous allocation of this subject site for Short Term Housing development.

This fundamental review of Local Plan green belt boundaries is long overdue and is in accordance
with the current thrust of NPPF guidance (para 85) to plan positively for sustainable growth to meet

the identified need for housing over the plan period and to ensure that green belt boundaries will
not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period. This new proposed boundary will
be permanently defined by the proposed structural tree belt and public open space beyond which is
proposed to remain within the green belt under the control of York CC/ Haxby TC.

In terms of the five purposes of green belt land, as stated in the NPPF, we would comment as
follows:

(a) Check unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas

The proposed allocation of the subject site is of a modest, incremental nature which is not proposed
to extend development as far as the existing Haxby Gates ribbon development. Moreover, the
proposed structural tree belt and proposed significant public open space to the south, will serve to
enhance the existing hard built up edge of Haxby, as viewed at a distance from the ring road. This
POS will be dedicated to York CC / Haxby Town Council in perpetuity to remain within the green belt
always, preventing future urban growth. This POS will create a permanent defensible green belt
boundary for this southern part of Haxby whilst enabling modest housing growth and overall
landscape enhancement, through the planned redefining of the green belt boundary at this
appropriate Local Plan stage and preventing any further urban sprawl.

(b)Prevent neighbouring towns merging, and
(c) To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

This development is modest and incremental. In consideration of the existing ribbon development
at Haxby Gate and the substantial mitigation proposed to create a new permanent, defensible
boundary to the green belt in perpetuity, these proposals do not materially harm the coalescence
of Haxby with Wigginton and New Earswick . This extensive POS is proposed to remain within the
green belt, ensuring there still remains extensive countryside separating these settlements.
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Moreover, the proposals would replace indistinctive scrub land with much needed short term,
deliverable housing and provide an extensive landscaped Public Open Space (POS) area with a
woodland walk and grasslands for the enjoyment of Haxby residents. This also addresses an
acknowledged open space deficiency for Haxby residents.

This assessment of potential encroachment when considered within this particular context and on
the basis of the significant mitigation package, was previously supported and accepted by technical
officers of York City Council.

(d)Preserve the setting and special character of historic towns;

(e)To assist in the urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban
land.

The redefining of the green belt boundary as part of this planned local plan review in such a modest
way, coupled with the mitigation proposed, will not impact on the setting of historic York.

There are few derelict urban sites within Haxby for redevelopment accordingly, in order to
accommodate local growth in this sustainable settlement for housing, the Council have to consider
development on green field sites on the fringes. This is a modest proposal which will provide much
benefit for the public whilst meeting the Council’s identified housing requirements (including
affordable housing) throughout the plan period.

Therefore, the development of this site complies with the thrust of NPPF policy and it has been
demonstrated that in land use planning terms, this site comprises an acceptable and appropriate site
for residential development. A conclusion supported by technical officers of York City Council in both
Forward Planning and Development Management. .

A.4. CONSIDERATION OF PREVIOUS OBJECTIONS TO SITE ALLOCATION H37

Local Objectors

The objections to the allocation of land for new housing in Haxby related both to the subject site
(H37) and to the strategic housing allocation to the north of Haxby (ST9 Land North of Haxby).
Whereas the subject site proposed 34 dwellings only (and could propose up to 47 dwellings), the
strategic site north of Haxby (ST 9) proposed 735 . Both sites are green field and fall within the draft
green belt.

York Council has consistently identified Haxby, through their extensive Local Plan work, as a
sustainable district centre which is suitable to accommodate new growth to help meet the demands
for the district as a whole.

Whilst the Haxby North ( ST9) allocation has far wider implications and impact given the scale of
development proposed and the infrastructure required , the subject site allocation at Greystone
Court ( H37) comprises a more modest and incremental extension to Haxby which can be justified
and supported fully at the detailed planning application stage. Moreover, the housing can be
delivered within 12-18 months from the grant of permission.
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Local objectors raised concerns regarding the increased demand which would be placed on local
services, yet the development would be required to contribute to existing facilities in order to
accommodate this new housing.

The recent Sustainability Appraisal July 2016 considers the subject site and confirms that:

“The site has access to services and facilities as well as transport connections and consequently
scores positively in relation to objectives regarding health, transport and equality and
accessibility.”

Moreover, the Pre-Application Officers Written advice dated September 2014 states recognises that:

e “The site is located in a sustainable location with access to frequent bus services to the city
centre and to shops and facilities in Haxby... Highways comment that improvements
should be sought to local bus stops as part of the scheme”

o “Greenfield sites require 30% affordable housing provision. If 47 houses are proposed 14
should be affordable;”

e “Headlands Primary School currently has a small amount of surplus space (5 places) so we
would currently be looking at a contribution towards 7 additional places (£83,889). Joseph
Roundtree currently has sufficient space to accommodate any pupils from this
development and therefore no contribution would be required;

e “There is good provision of open space in the scheme. Long term ownership and
management of the POS would need to be agreed.”

Local objectors also raised concerns regarding the capacity of the highway and drainage network and
issues regarding contamination and ecology/landscape. Whilst this is an early stage in the
development process, the land owners have nevertheless sought specialist advice on Highway;
Drainage; Contamination and Ecology matters. This specialist advice discussed in the previous
representations (Appendix A) concludes that in each case there are no such constraints on capacity
which would prevent this sites allocation for residential development.

The land owners have also sought pre-application advice from Officers at York City Council on all
material planning matters arising in relation to the development of this site. This preliminary pre-
application advice, based on an Illustrative Master Plan Rev | which had been worked up in
conjunction with Officers of the Council, supports the principle of the development of this site for
residential development (without prejudice to the Local Plan process) having regard to all relevant
technical issues.

Indeed, the land owners would not be promoting this allocation through the Local Plan, if such
technical matters could not be satisfactorily addressed at the detailed planning application stage.

Any future approval of permission will be subject to appropriate Sec 106 financial obligations and/or
appropriate CIL payments to support local facilities and services where required. This will be a
binding legal obligation upon the implementation of development.

Whilst the proposals to develop this site are at a very early conceptual Local Plan stage the land
owners did nevertheless write to all Members of Haxby Town Council to provide an overview of the
proposed concept and expressed a willingness to consult further at a future planning application

stage. The development will create significant community benefit in providing:

e A choice of modern, high quality, sustainable housing ;
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e A proportion of affordable housing for the community;

e Enhancement of existing scrub land to create a woodland walk way and a significant area of
dedicated public open space for the enjoyment of the community in perpetuity;

e The creation of a circular walk way which links Westfield Beck and the Millennium Woods;

e Enhanced wildlife habitats.

English Heritage Representations

English Heritage refer in their representations to an Inspector’s historic comments to the previously
abandoned York Green Belt Local Plan in 1994 ( some 24 years ago) to the proposed allocation of a
much larger site for housing ( 3.53 ha ), unlike the currently proposed significantly reduced,
proposed site allocation area of 1.95 ha. Moreover, there was no proposed landscaping belt; walk
ways and screening and the dedication of POS proposed in mitigation. Furthermore, there was a
different context for housing demand within the City of York 24 years ago, as documented in the
appeal letter.

The current proposals, some 24 years hence, reflect a very different proposal which has been
carefully considered and worked up with Officers of York City Council through the pre-application
process. The current proposal seeks a reasonable balance between allowing some modest

incremental housing development on the urban edge which will help meet the short term 1-5 year
supply of housing whilst also creating a defensible long term permanent landscape belt which also
enhances and screens the existing hard urban edge of Haxby ,when viewed from the Ring Road.
Furthermore the dedicated open space provision of 1.61 ha would serve to address currently
identified local open space deficiency within the ward.

A.5 SITE SPECIFIC CONCLUSIONS

e For the avoidance of doubt, the site proposed to be reinstated for housing development
extends to only 1.95 ha. Itis proposed that the extensive remainder of the site is laid out as
public open space area (1.61 ha) and remains permanently within the Green Belt.

e These and previous representations demonstrate robust and detailed justification for the
reinstatement of this site allocation (H37) on the margins of Haxby, for this sustainable
development. This proposed allocation would be developed in association with a substantial
mitigation scheme. This would comprise the creation of an extensive, public open space
including: a significant woodland tree belt; a woodland walk and a large balancing pond
with reed beds as a landscape feature and sustainable drainage system.

e These enhanced landscape proposals for this site will significantly improve the visual
appearance of the southern boundary of Haxby and not prejudice the Area Preventing
Coalescence, particularly as there is already extensive ribbon development along the Haxby
Road, as previously recognised and accepted by Officers;

e This proposal will create a more defensible, permanent green belt boundary, to safeguard

against future coalescence through the dedication of this POS to York CC/Haxby TC for the
public in perpetuity;
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This allocation would help to meet the need for short term, new, open market housing and
affordable housing for the local community, in a modest and incremental manner whilst
appropriate financial contributions will be included as part of the grant of permission to
support the necessary additional infrastructure required to support this new housing.

The proposed provision and dedication of this extensive Public Open Space to City of York/
Haxby Town Council in perpetuity, also helps to address the identified deficiency in pubic
open space for the Haxby/Wigginton ward.

Fundamentally, this modest site represents a sustainable, available, deliverable, and viable
housing site which can be brought forward for development in the short term (12-18m) as
part of the Local Plan process, in association with a significant mitigation package.

The detailed site specific work undertaken to date (with Officer support) for this site, is

sufficient to support an early planning application and early implementation of this site for
much needed new family and mixed housing.
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PM:SID 92

From: Jonathan

Sent: 22 July 2019 19:46

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: York Local Plan Proposed Modifications 2019
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 forward my submission and associated comments to the Planning Inspector.

The Parish Council, the elected representatives of our village have never, despite repeated requests, been
consulted in any stage of this Local Plan.

Elvington should remain as a village. We do not want or need a large increase in houses. Nor is there an
infrastructure to support it.

This technicality of an 'inset into the green belt' would put this at risk and threaten it in future.

The village is not against a reasonable increase in housing. Indeed we have repeatedly suggested extra
dwellings in the middle of the village, opposite the medical centre, in order to join the two distinct halves of
the village. Yet York consistently seem against this suggestion. Why? It makes no sense.

Jonathan Shaw,
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PM:SID 99

I

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

Sent: 22 July 2019 11:12

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: 122897
o Date submitted: 22/07/2019
e Time submitted: 11:12:02

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?

CommentingOnBehalfOf

About you (individual response)
Name:

Address: , , ,,

About the organisation, group or other individual you are representing
Name: Mrs Fiona Hill
Name of your organisation (if applicable): Strensall with Towthorpe Parish Council

Name of the organisation, group or other individual you represent: Strensall with Towthorpe
Parish Council
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Contact address: The Village Hall, Northfields, Strensall, York, YO32 5XW

Contact details (individual or group)

Email address: strensalltowthorpepc@outlook.com

Telephone number: 01904491569

What are your comments about
Which proposed modification or new evidence document are you commenting on?

Proposed modification reference (PM1 to PM46): PM4, PM 5, PM 13, PM 17, PM 18, PM 19,
PM 39

Document:

Page number:

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?:

Yes, | consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant
Do you consider the Local Plan to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?:
Yes, complies 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:

The Parish Council resolved:

1) To support PM 4 and PM 5, reducing the objectively assessed housing need from 867 to 790
homes per annum

2) To support PM 13 and PM 19 (removal of policy SS 19 and deletion of the Queen Elizabeth
Barracks site ST35 as a housing allocation for 500 homes)

3) To support PM 17 (requiring that the allocation of site E 18 (Towthorpe Lines) as an
employment site is accompanied by a comprehensive evidence base to understand and mitigate
any possible effects on Strensall Common SAC/SSSI)

4) To support PM 18 (removal of site H 59 at Howard Road Strensall as a housing allocation for
45 homes).

5) To support PM 39 (to move the outer edge of the Green Belt boundary to run along Ox Carr
Lane, thus placing all land to the south, including the entire Queen Elizabeth Barracks site, in the
Green Belt)

The Parish Council has no comments on any other sections.

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'?:

Yes, | 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:

Positively prerpared,Justified,Effective,Consistent with national policy

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

The Parish Council supports the plan, subject to its comments made

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:

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

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

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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PM:SID 102

From: David Headlam

Sent: 19 July 2019 10:46

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Cc: Elvington Parish Council; Julian Sturdy MP; CliIr. C. Vassie

Subject: City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications (June 2019) Consultation
Attachments: Local Plan - Proposed Modifications response - 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.

Hi.

Please find attached Elvington Parish Council's response to this latest consultation.
Would you please ensure it is forwarded to the Planning Inspector for his attention.
Regards.

David Headlam
Clerk to Elvington Parish Council
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RESPONSE BY ELVINGTON PARISH COUNCIL TO CYC LOCAL PLAN
Proposed Modifications 2019

INTRODUCTION.

The proposed modifications claimed as ‘minor’ by CYC will have profound implications for Elvington
yet CYC has on no occasion bothered to consult the elected representatives of the parish.

During the formation of CYC’s Local Plan, the Parish Council has held three public ‘Drop In’ sessions
in order to assess public opinion. The Parish Council has also consulted, informally, with many
residents.

The Parish Council does NOT oppose new residential (or industrial) developments — but the Parish
Council has never been consulted about what the village actually needs, nor has it been consulted on
proposed fundamental changes to the Green Belt in the parish. We consider that methodology is
simply wrong and therefore makes the Local Plan unsound.

Looking at each proposal:

Elvington Village Centre

Elvington Village is situated in the heart of the Green Belt just over 6 miles east of the centre of York.
The village has grown over the years but remains a village with an attractive centre and considerable
greenery throughout. The villagers consider it a village and want it to remain a village. The majority
of new development lies back from the road in small closes and thus the village retains the look and
feel of a village. In the 2005 Inspector’s review it was clear that the Inspector considered Elvington
should remain in the Green Belt. To remove Elvington from the Green Belt now will remove the
protections that Green Belt planning policies and regulations afford to not only the village but
everyone that passes through. Inevitably it will ultimately lead to the end of the village of Elvington.

Further, the proposal to continue to include H39 as an extension to the village and remove this from
the Green Belt is at direct odds to the wishes of the residents.

We acknowledge that more houses have to be built but, as detailed below, have continually and
repeatedly stated that H26 Dauby Lane is a better option.

H39. Extension to Beckside.

The Parish Council identifies several problems:
e A Planning Inspector previously determined that H39 serves Green Belt purposes
e The extra traffic that would be generated from 32 houses would adversely impact on the
existing residents of Beckside
e Density should have been commensurate with the existing Beckside development to
minimise any ‘difference’ to the phases.

So, the Parish Council once again proposes that H39 is withdrawn from the Local Plan and is replaced
by:

H26. Dauby Lane.

Nearly all residents at our consultations want to link the two residential areas of the village.
Approximately a third of homes are currently to the west of the school. H26 is a way of satisfying

Page 112 of 4486



that need as well as increasing the housing stock. However, H26 should contain a better mix of
housing type, especially larger houses to meet another clearly identified local need. We consider a
total of around 60 residences suitable for this site. CYC officers are yet again ignoring the wishes of
the local community in continuing to impose H39 rather than H26 contrary to the views of residents
and the Parish Council. Why do officers think they know our village better than the residents and
the Parish Council?

SP1. The Stables. Travelling Showpersons Site.

Travelling Showpersons should receive no special treatment. There are no special circumstances to
justify removal of this site from the Green Belt, as proposed. The previous Planning Inspector’s
report was very clear. CYC should abide by that Planning Inspector’s analysis and decision.

ST15. Whinthorpe/The Airfield.

There are three fundamental errors in the report on ST15. Firstly, as clearly indicated in the
Inspector’s refusal of earlier plans for the airfield (04/04316/FULM) the entire site is Green Belt —
there is no brownfield land and hence the statement of utilising brownfield land is misleading.
Secondly, CYC’s own map clearly indicates the airfield as a nature conservation site. Thirdly, the
report misleads in that the originally proposed site for ST15 is no more visible from the A64 than the
new proposed site. So, why should cars driving on the A64 be treated as more important than the
residents of York or the economy of York?

The first version of the Local Plan included ST15 as ‘Whinthorpe’. This was significantly better sited
than the current proposals, being much closer to the A64 — its principal access point. This allowed
for the retention of the airfield runway and lessened the adverse impact on Elvington and
Wheldrake. The A64 clearly separates the site from Heslington so the visual and auditory impact on
that village would be minimal. As it is proposed, ST15 is too close to the villages of Elvington and
Wheldrake as well as being disproportionate in size to them. It would dominate the area, when it
could and should be sited further away.

The Parish Council has concerns with the lack of information provided on the impact on the local
area of new infrastructure generally — and particularly the transport links to the A64 and B1228. The
effect on the surrounding countryside, and the villages of Elvington and Wheldrake, will be vast.

Furthermore, it is thought absurd and economically ill-advised to destroy the airfield runway in the
way proposed. Elvington Airfield is an important part of York’s history and the full-length runway
should be retained for historical reasons and future strategic need, along with the existing
recreational activities that currently take place. Once destroyed, it can never be recreated. The
airfield holds almost all of the UK’s land speed records and is itself a major asset for tourism, which is
a stated economic strategic priority for York. Additionally, the adverse impact on the internationally
respected Yorkshire Air Museum and Allied Air Forces Memorial would further damage tourism and
indeed the reputation of York itself. It is estimated that the airfield and the Air Museum together
currently attract in excess of 200,000 visitors a year to York.

The airfield is Green Belt and a nature conservation site. The adverse ecological impact of ST15
would be less if it were sited north as originally proposed.

As it stands, the Parish Council cannot support the proposal. It would support ST15 if it was on the
originally proposed site alongside the A64 and adjacent to the proposed new junction.
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E9. Elvington Industrial Estate (north end of Elvington Village)

The definition of this area as ‘Elvington Industrial Estate’ is derisory. There is indeed an industrial
area in the heart of the proposed boundary. The Parish Council has always supported this site and
has no objections to its inclusion. However, the area proposed to be taken out of the Green Belt is
considerably larger and incorporates some 20-25% of the houses within the village! These houses
are set back from the road and built with due regard to the Green Belt. It is not appropriate to
remove this area from the Green Belt. Further, CYC itself has recently and vigorously applied Green
Belt planning policies to four applications that are in the immediate vicinity/border of the proposed
area to be removed (18/02877/0UT, 18/02192/FUL, 18/00706/FUL and 18/01512/FUL).

ST26. Airfield Industrial Estate.

The Parish Council supports the extension and categorisation proposed but emphasises the need for
detailed archaeological and ecological assessments before development. A gap should be made
between the existing and the new estates which would allow for a ‘wildlife corridor’.

Units should be small, high value businesses consistent with a restriction to B1 and B8 use, as at
present, and in line with CYC’'s economic strategy.

However, the Parish Council’s support is conditional on the imposition of a 7.5 tonne weight limit on
Main Street (i.e. the road through the village centre). There are a disproportionately large number
of HGV movements currently through the village impacting on the safety of pedestrians and cyclists
— particularly our children walking and cycling to/from school. The extra traffic generated by ST26
(and E9) would bring further unacceptable HGV traffic passing through the village.

Conclusion.

We believe that the report has been erroneously worded deliberately to give the impression that
parts of Elvington are ‘industrial’. This is simply not the case. Elvington is a pretty, historic,
elongated village that happens to have a number of employment sites, the majority are small
business premises and nearly all of which are shielded from the roads either by residential
properties or by woodland/greenery.

The report thus seeks to treat the attractive, historic village of Elvington as an industrial
conglomerate and simply misrepresents the parish of Elvington.

To remove areas, other than the immediate locales of the business parks, from the Green Belt and
its associated planning and environmental benefits will damage the residents of the village, damage
the economy of York and ultimately damage the very image that York seeks to promote of itself.

The residents of Elvington have never been properly consulted as to their needs and the Local Plan
simply represents a ‘desktop exercise’ by CYC officers. It is clear that the Local Plan is unsound and
does not reflect local public need or opinion and, therefore, reluctantly, the Parish Council concludes
that the Local Plan should be rejected by the Planning Inspector.

The Chair of Elvington Parish Council wishes to speak at the forthcoming Inquiry.

David Headlam, Parish Clerk
July 2019.
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PM:SID 118

From: Smith, lan

Sent: 15 July 2019 13:45

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications

Attachments: f1 PropsedMods 15jul19.pdf; f2 TP1 15jul19.pdf; f2a Appendix A TP1 15jul19.pdf; h
SAPropsedMods 15jul19.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/Madam,

Thank you for consulting Historic England about the City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications, the
associated Sustainability Appraisal and Topic Paper TP1. Please find attached our comments on those
documents. Copies of these letters are in the post for your records.

If you have any queries about any of the matters raised in our responses or would like to discuss anything
further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Regards

lan Smith

Historic Environment Planning Adviser

(Yorkshire, North East England, Cumbria and East Lancashire)
Planning Group

Historic England

DirectLine: Il obile phone: INEEGEGEE

How can we transform our historic textile mills into 21st century engines of growth? Read our latest report on our Mills
of the North webpage. #lovemills

We are the public body that helps people care for, enjoy and celebrate England's spectacular historic environment,
from beaches and battlefields to parks and pie shops.
Follow us: Facebook | Twitter | Instagram  Sign up to our newsletter

This e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may contain personal views which are not the views of Historic England unless specifically stated. If
you have received it in error, please delete it from your system and notify the sender immediately. Do not use, copy or disclose the information in any way nor
act in reliance on it. Any information sent to Historic England may become publicly available. We respect your privacy and the use of your information. Please
read our full privacy policy for more information.
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FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Our ref: HD/P5343/02

Local Plan, Your ref:

City of York Council,

West Offices, Telephone I
Station Rise,

York YO1 6GA

15 July 2019
Dear Sir or Madam,
re: City of York Local Plan — Proposed Modifications

Thank you for consulting Historic England about Proposed Modifications to the Local
Plan. At this stage we have no comments to make regarding these proposed
changes.

If you have any queries about this matter or wish to discuss anything further, please
do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully,

lan Smith
Historic Environment Planning Advisor
(Yorkshire, North East England, Cumbria and East Lancashire)

e-mail

Historic England, 37 Tanner Row, York YO1 6WP

(') Oo,\:" Telephone 01904 60 1948 HistoricEngland.org.uk
N Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.

: S _ _ : . ‘
LZTTN Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.
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FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Our ref: HD/P5343/03

Local Plan, Your ref:

City of York Council,

West Offices, Telephone I
Station Rise,

York YO1 6GA

15 July 2019
Dear Sir or Madam,

re: City of York Local Plan — Proposed Modifications: Sustainability Appraisal
Addendum

Thank you for consulting Historic England about Sustainability Appraisal of the
Proposed Modifications to the Local Plan. In terms of our area of interest, we would
agree with the conclusions of the screening process about which aspects of the Plan
may need reviewing, and we would concur with the conclusions regarding the likely
significant effects which the ‘screened-in’ Modifications would be likely to have upon
the historic environment.

This opinion is based on the information provided by you in the document dated
March 2019 and, for the avoidance of doubt, does not affect our obligation to advise
you on, and potentially object to any specific development proposal which may
subsequently arise from this or later versions of the plan which is the subject to
consultation, and which may, despite the SA/SEA, have adverse effects on the
environment.

If you have any queries about this matter or wish to discuss anything further, please
do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfull

lan Smith

Historic Environment Planning Advisor

(Yorkshire, North East England, Cumbria and East Lancashire)
e-mail S

Q& ABoy, « Historic England, 37 Tanner Row, York YO1 6WP

é\\y. o"‘\ Telephone 01904 60 1948 HistoricEngland.org.uk

e N Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.
o,SA“\@ Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.
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FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Our ref: HD/P5343/02

Local Plan, Your ref:

City of York Council,

West Offices, Telephone I
Station Rise,

York YO1 6GA

15 July 2019
Dear Sir or Madam,

re: City of York Local Plan — Topic Paper TP1 (Approach to defining York’s
Green Belt)

Thank you for consulting Historic England about Topic Paper TP1. Our detailed
comments are set out in Appendix A, attached.

If you have any queries about any of the matters raised or wish to discuss anything
further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully,

lan Smith
Historic Environment Planning Advisor
(Yorkshire, North East England, Cumbria and East Lancashire)

e-mail: I

Historic England, 37 Tanner Row, York YO1 6WP
(') Oo,\:" Telephone 01904 60 1948 HistoricEngland.org.uk
N Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.

: S _ _ : . ‘
LZTTN Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.
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Appendix A: Table of Historic England’s comments on City of York Local Plan, Topic Paper TP1

Green Belt which contribute to the primary purpose of
safeguarding the special character and setting of the historic city,
we have a number of concerns about how they are depicted in
Figure 3.

This diagram first appeared in the 2003 document ‘Approach to
the Green Belt'. This was some ten years before the council
published the first draft of the Heritage Topic Paper. The Heritage
Topic was produced in order to help define the elements which
define the unique character of York. Whilst many aspects of the
Heritage Topic Paper are reflected in the 2003 diagram (with its
2013 amendments) it excludes a number of key areas
especially:-

1. The very important contribution made by the wider open
countryside to the setting of the historic City -i.e. the areas lying
outside the ring road.

This is one of the Character Elements identified as contributing
to the Principal Characteristic of ‘Landscape and Setting’

As illustrated, Figure 3 could be interpreted as implying that no
land beyond the Ring Road needs to be kept open in order to
safeguard the rural setting of the historic City. This is clearly
not the case. The rural setting of York is not restricted solely to
land lying within the Ring Road and the special character of

Page Policy/ Support/ Comments Suggested Change
Paragraph/ Object
Site Ref.

13 Figure 3 Object Whilst we welcome the approach of identifying those areas of Amend Figure 3 to better-

reflect the elements which
were identified in the Heritage
Topic Paper as contributing to
the special character and
setting of the City. This should
include the following:-

(a) Include an additional area
which identifies ‘Areas which
contribute to the wider
landscape setting of the City’.
This should include all the land
lying between the ring road
and the outer edge of the
Green Belt (with the exception
of the land to the north of
Haxby).

(b) Amend the ‘Areas
Retaining Rural Setting’ to
read ‘Areas which regulate the
size and shape of the urban
arealcontribute to the
impression of a free-standing
city’. The existing ‘Areas
Retaining Rural Setting’ should

Page 1 of 8
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Page

Policy/
Paragraph/
Site Ref.

Support/
Object

Comments

Suggested Change

York could be harmed by development which went beyond it.
Indeed, if it were to be the case that only land within the Ring
Road contributed to the rural setting of York, there would be no
requirement to define a Green Belt with an outer boundary six
miles from the city centre.

2. The important role which the Green Belt plays in reqgulating the
shape and size of the urban area.

The compactness of the City is one of the six Principal
Characteristics identified in the Heritage Topic Paper. Whilst,
to some extent, many these areas are coincident with those
defined in Figure 3.1 as ‘Areas Retaining Rural Setting’, the
terminology used fails to reflect the important role which the
Green Belt plays in regulating the shape and size of the
urban area and, as a result, retaining the compact nature of
York.

Moreover, the areas currently identified as ‘Areas Retaining
Rural Setting’ exclude key areas which contribute to the
compact nature of the historic City.

Given the work that has been undertaken by the Council to
evaluate the elements which contribute to the special character
and setting of York, Figure 3 needs to be updated to reflect this
conclusions of the Heritage Topic Paper.

be extended to include the
following additional areas:-

(i) To the east of the City, all
the land between the A64 and
Heworth and Derwenthorpe to
the north of Osbaldwick
village.

(i) To the north of the City, the
land between the A1237 and
Avon Drive, Huntington and
between North Lane,
Huntington and the ring road.

(iii) To the south-east, between
the A64 and Lakeside Way
and between the A64 and the
Grimston Bar Park and Ride
site

(iv) To the south-west, all the
land between the A1036 and
Moor Lane

(c) Identify the area between
Knapton and the A1237 as
‘Village setting’

(d) Identify the area between
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Page Policy/ Support/ Comments Suggested Change
Paragraph/ Object
Site Ref.
the Wyeville Garden Centre on
the A59 and the Northminster
Business Park as an ‘Area
Preventing Coalescence.
13 Paragraph Object Given the work that has been undertaken by the Council to Amend Paragraph 4.17 and
4.17 and evaluate the elements which contribute to the special character 4.18 to reflect the Heritage
4.18 and setting of York, Figure 3 needs to be updated to reflect this Topic Paper
work. Consequently, it is not accurate to state that the areas
identified on the map are ‘the most important areas’ since they
clearly exclude parts of the Green Belt whose contribution to the
special character and setting of the City is, in many cases, equal
to those shown.
14 Purpose 1 Object Whilst we support the logic of identifying those parts of the Green | (a) Define what ‘large’ means
Belt which help to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up in terms of the York
areas, the approach set out here is a little confusing. Firstly, it Local Plan area
would help if it defined what it meant by a ‘large’ urban area.
Clearly the main built-up area of York would fall within this (b) Identify those areas around
definition and so, perhaps, might Haxby. But it must be the areas identified in (a)
questionable how many of the smaller outlying settlements might | which fulfil Purpose 1
constitute ‘large’ in Green Belt terms.
(c) Delete Paragraph 4.25,
Secondly, access to two or more services seems largely irrelevant | 4.26 and Figure 4
in terms of this Green Belt purpose.
15 Purpose 2 Object Given that York does not have any ‘towns’ then perhaps this Delete Purpose 2
Purpose is irrelevant. However, preventing coalescence is
incredibly important in terms of the special character and setting
of the City and all of these areas are already addressed in the
assessment of its Primary purpose.
17 Purpose 3 Object It would have been helpful to show on a map the areas which the | (a) Identify on a map the areas

Council considered were ‘open countryside’ and which ‘urban
fringe’.

which the Council considered
were ‘open countryside’ and
which ‘urban fringe’.
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Page

Policy/
Paragraph/
Site Ref.

Support/
Object

Comments

Suggested Change

The natural assets of the City are not, really, relevant to this
Green Belt Purpose (although they do form part of the special
character of the historic City (as the Heritage Topic paper makes
clear)). It would be preferable, therefore, if they were deleted from
this Purpose and, instead, it concentrated purely on identifying
those areas which safeguard the countryside from encroachment.

(b) Delete Paragraph 4.35 to
4.38 and Figure 6

7

Paragraph
7.116

Object

Historic England would take issue with the assertion that the sites
which have been identified within the general extent of the Green
Belt ‘have been done so without damage to its primary purpose’.
As can be seen from the representations submitted to the
Submission plan, there are a number of sites which, if developed,
would harm elements which contribute to the special character
and setting of the historic city.

The sites which have been identified may, in the Council’s
opinion, have been those which would have caused least harm
the primary Green Belt purpose of the York Green Belt, but for the
reasons set out in the Historic England response, they will all to
some extent, damage its primary purpose.

Amend accordingly

7

Paragraph
7117

Object

Historic England would take issues with the assertion that the
‘consequential impacts on the purposes of the Green Belt have
been ameliorated and reduced to the lowest reasonably practical
extent’. As can be seen from the representations submitted to the
Submission plan, there are a number of sites where an alternative
proposal would reduce the harm the current allocations cause to
the primary purpose of the York Green Belt .

Amend accordingly

Annex 3,
page A3:
4

Inner
Boundary
Section 1
Map

Object

This map needs to be amended to reflect the work undertaken to
identify the elements which contribute to the special character and
setting of the historic city as set out in the heritage Topic Paper.

In particular it needs to include all the land which contributes to
regulating the size and shape of the urban area (and thereby the

Inner Boundary Section 1 Map
amend the area identified as
‘Protecting the special
character and setting’ to:-

(a) Include all the land
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Page Policy/ Support/ Comments Suggested Change
Paragraph/ Object
Site Ref.
compactness of the city) and the land which contributes to the between the ring road and the
wider countryside setting of the historic City. edge of the existing built-up
area
(b) The land lying to the west
of the A1237
Annex 3, Inner Object This map needs to be amended to reflect the work undertaken to | Inner Boundary Section 2 Map
page A3: Boundary identify the elements which contribute to the special character and | amend the area identified as
44 Section 2 setting of the historic city as set out in the heritage Topic Paper. ‘Protecting the special
Map character and setting’ to:-
In particular it needs to include all the land which retains the
village setting of Knapton, the area between the Wyeville Garden | (a) Include the land between
Centre and the Northminster Business Park which helps to the A1237 and the edge of the
prevent the coalescence of these two areas, and the land which Knapton
contributes to the wider countryside setting of the historic City.
(b) The area between the
Wyeville Garden Centre and
the Northminster Business
Park
(c) The land lying to the west
of the Wyeville Garden Centre
and the Northminster
Business Park
Annex 3, Inner Object This map needs to be amended to reflect the work undertaken to | Inner Boundary Section 4 Map
page A3: Boundary identify the elements which contribute to the special character and | amend the area identified as
133 Section 4 setting of the historic city as set out in the heritage Topic Paper. ‘Protecting the special
Map character and setting’ to:-
In particular it needs to include all the land which contributes to
the wider countryside setting of the historic City. (a) Include the land to the
north of the A1237
Annex 3, Inner Object This map needs to be amended to reflect the work undertaken to | Inner Boundary Section 5 Map
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Page Policy/ Support/ Comments Suggested Change
Paragraph/ Object
Site Ref.
page A3: Boundary identify the elements which contribute to the special character and | amend the area identified as
170 Section 5 setting of the historic city as set out in the heritage Topic Paper. ‘Protecting the special
Map character and setting’ to:-
In particular it needs to include all the land which helps to prevent
the coalescence of Huntington with Earswick, the land which (a) Include the land between
contributes to the wider countryside setting of the historic City, Earswick and Huntington
and the land which contributes to regulating the size and shape
of the urban area (and thereby the compactness of the city) (b) The area between the
A1237 and the built-up areas
of Huntington and Monk’s
Cross
(c) The land to the north-east
of the A1237
Annex 3, Inner Object This map needs to be amended to reflect the work undertaken to | Inner Boundary Section 6 Map
page A3: Boundary identify the elements which contribute to the special character and | amend the area identified as
294 Section 6 setting of the historic city as set out in the heritage Topic Paper. ‘Protecting the special
Map character and setting’ to:-
In particular it needs to include all the land which contributes to
regulating the size and shape of the urban area (and thereby the | (a) All the land between the
compactness of the city) and the land which contributes to the A64 and the existing built-up
wider countryside setting of the historic City. area to the south of Stockton
Lane
(b) The area between the A64
and the electricity sub-station
adjacent to Osbaldwick Link
Road
(c) The land to the east of the
A64
Annex 3, Inner Object This map needs to be amended to reflect the work undertaken to | Inner Boundary Section 7 Map
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Page Policy/ Support/ Comments Suggested Change
Paragraph/ Object
Site Ref.
page A3: Boundary identify the elements which contribute to the special character and | amend the area identified as
364 Section 7 setting of the historic city as set out in the heritage Topic Paper. ‘Protecting the special
Map character and setting’ to:-
In particular it needs to include all the land which contributes to
regulating the size and shape of the urban area (and thereby the | (a) All the land between the
compactness of the city) and the land which contributes to the A64 and Lakeside Way
wider countryside setting of the historic City.
(b) The land between Hull
Road and the University
(c) The land to the east and
south-east of the A64
Annex 3, Section 7 Object A far more logical and defensible boundary in this location would | Amend accordingly
page A3: Boundary 2 be the road that links the Park and Ride to the Sports Centre
368
Annex 3, Section 7 Object A far more logical and defensible boundary in this location would | Amend accordingly
page A3: Boundary 3 be the road that links the Park and Ride to the Sports Centre
371
Annex 3, Section 7 Object A far more logical and defensible boundary in this location would | Amend accordingly
page A3: Boundary 4 Lakeside Way
374
Annex 3, Section 7 Object A far more logical and defensible boundary in this location would | Amend accordingly
page A3: Boundary 5 Lakeside Way
377
Annex 3, Section 7 Object A far more logical and defensible boundary in this location would | Amend accordingly
page A3: Boundary 6 Lakeside Way
380
Annex 3, Section 7 Object A far more logical and defensible boundary in this location would | Amend accordingly
page A3: Boundary 7 Lakeside Way
382
Annex 3, Section 7 Object A far more logical and defensible boundary in this location would | Amend accordingly
page A3: Boundary 8 Lakeside Way
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Page Policy/ Support/ Comments Suggested Change
Paragraph/ Object
Site Ref.
386
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PM:SID 122

From: Henry Brown

Sent: 22 July 2019 14:24

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Cc:

Subject: New Local Plan proposed modifications consultation

Attachments: York Racecourse - City of York Local Plan - 180719.pdf; 2018 03 28_York Representation

Letter Publication FINAL.pdf;
Local_Plan_Proposed_Modifications_Consultation_Response Form_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/ Madam

On behalf of our client, York Racecourse, please see attached our completed Consultation Response Form, letter
dated 18 July 2019, and representation. | would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email.

Kind regards
Henry Brown

Turnberry

41-43 Maddox Street
London
W1S 2PD

Web: www.turnberryuk.com

This email is confidential and privileged. If you are not the intended recipient please accept our apologies; please do not disclose, copy, or
distribute information in this email nor take any action in reliance on its contents: to do so is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. Please
inform us that this message has gone astray before deleting it. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender. Thank you for
your cooperation.

Turnberry Planning Limited Registered in England and Wales: No 7537252
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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 Chris
Last Name Pattison
Organisation
(where relevant) Turnberry
Representing
(if applicable) York Racecourse
Address — line 1 41-43 Maddox Street
Address — line 2 London

Address — line 3

Address — line 4

Address — line 5

Postcode W1S 2PD

Telephone Number

= il Address e

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

Representations received after this time will not be considered dul¥ 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 dul¥ 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:

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 M

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)

The Council's adopted Statement of Community Involvement contains Key Commitments with regard to
community consultation. Number 2 states that the Council will produce reports which provide feedback on
consultations and respond to issues raised. The Council's Consultation Statement (Regulation 22) states that
comments submitted as part of the consultation on the Publication Draft (Regulation 19) Local Plan are not
referred to as there is no requirement to take these into account before submission to the Secretary

of State. As such, no report has been produced to respond to comments on the Publication Draft Local Plan,
in breach of the Council's commitment to do so in its Statement of Community Involvement.

While the Council may be technically correct that there is no requirement in the Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 to set out how representations made pursuant to regulation 19
have been taken into account, the adopted Statement of Community Involvement makes clear that the
Council will do this to ensure the community understands the background and reasons for decisions made.
In light of this, and the fact that the Statement of Community Involvement has not been kept up to date in line
with Government Guidance, the Plan has not been prepared in line with legal requirements and we would
urge the Council to examine previous representations carefully.

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.
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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 Q’

Effective Vi Consistent with M
national policy

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

On behalf of our client, York Racecourse, please see attached the letter dated 18 July
2019 and representation dated 28 March 2018.

Our client objects to the Local Plan in its current form, and is disappointed to see that the
comments made in previous representations have not been taken on board by the Council
in the preparation of this version of the Plan.

As stated in the attached letter, we write to re-iterate our previous objection on the grounds
that the Green Belt designation is unduly restrictive, and that York Racecourse should be
able to continue to adapt to meet local and visitor expectations.

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 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.

See attached letter dated 18 July 2019 and representation dated 28 March 2018.

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 M
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:

As an important venue at both local and international levels and a significant tourist attraction, the
Racecourse wishes to speak at the hearing sessions as part of its ongoing engagement with the
Local Plan process.

Comments made in previous representations have not been responded to by the Council in its latest
version of the Local Plan, nor has the Council released a Consultation Statement addressing
comments made to its Regulation 19 Publication draft Local Plan. In light of this, our client wishes

to make its case orally at the Examination hearings.

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.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

22 July 2019

Representations must be received by Monday 22 July 2019, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considereadely3datie486
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Local Plan

City of York Council
West Offices
Station Rise

York

YO1 6GA

Our ref: COYC 28.03.2018 YR-M
Your ref: Local Plan — Publication Draft Feb 2018

28" March 2018

Dear Sir/Madam

City of York Local Plan Publication draft (Regulation 19 Consultation) (February 2018)
York Racecourse

We write on behalf of York Racecourse in response to the City of York Council (COYC) Regulation 19
Consultation. Whilst the Racecourse is broadly supportive of the document, we consider that some key
points have been omitted from the Plan.

We consider the Draft Local Plan in its current form to be unsound and we recommend that it is
amended to take account of the contributions of the Racecourse, and is more explicitly supportive of
both the Racecourse itself and its local economic contribution, which must be sustained by its ability to
evolve and adapt.

York Racecourse

The success of York Racecourse is fundamental to the vitality of York and its sporting, social, cultural,
historical and economic significance. York Racecourse is highly regarded for the quality of its racing,
with three of the UK’s top rated (Group 1) races taking place at the Racecourse every year. Given the
high standard of racing on offer, the Racecourse remains one of the premier sporting venues in
Yorkshire, attracting local, national and international visitors to York. In 2016 and 2017, it was named
Racecourse of the Year. The Racecourse continues to make a significant contribution to the cultural
and economic vitality of York.

The impact of British racing on the national and local economy is significant. In the context of York, the
racecourse is a significant contributor not only to the local city, but the region as a whole, with its
influence extending to a national and international level. A 2011 study by Sheffield Hallam University
calculated that York Racecourse contributed approximately £58 million to the local economy per annum.
It also creates a significant number of permanent and transitory employment opportunities, not only
through the racing industry, but also through its conferencing, hosting everything from weddings, to
major events such as the Ebor Festival which attracts runners and riders from an international audience.
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City of York Draft Local Plan — Publication draft
Regulation 19 Consultation

York Racecourse

28" March 2018

The rent and rates paid by York Racecourse to COYC are directly related to its ongoing financial
success.

The Racecourse also contributes substantially to local community and charitable programmes, such as
the Macmillan Charity Race day which in 2017 raised over £500,000 for cancer related and local
charities. The successful functioning of the Racecourse, supported by its facilities, is imperative to not
only maintaining its position among top ranking national and global racecourses, but also continuing its
contribution to the social and economic prosperity of the City, and indeed the COYC.

York Racecourse itself has grown in an ad-hoc fashion over the course of its existence. This is part of
the reason that the Racecourse has been successful over the centuries. As needs and expectations
from visitors and users change, the Racecourse has been able to adapt and remain a prominent and
well-regarded fixture within British racing industry. The need to remain competitive and adapt is no less
important in this modern day and age.

The Racecourse is keen to ensure that it has the support and ability to adapt and modernise when
necessary, not only from the COYC, but also within the emerging draft Local Plan. In the future, it must
be able to upgrade its facilities in order to bring them up to a suitable standard befitting of one of the
UK'’s top racecourses.

Itis therefore important that these contributions of the racecourse as a key visitor and tourism generator
are recognised by the COYC in the Local Plan. It is critical that the Racecourse can continue to be
competitive as a global racing venue, and host significant social and cultural events.

As a whole, the Publication Draft Local Plan makes little reference to the Racecourse and its
contribution as a successful venue for tourism and conferencing, as well as its contributions to the
economic, social and environmental sustainability of York as mentioned above. We made a number of
comments in response to the pre-publication draft (letter dated 30" October 2017), and few changes
appear to have resulted in the policies and sections of the Local Plan on which we commented.

Spatial Vision

The Racecourse is generally supportive of the spatial vision of the draft Local Plan and agrees that the
Green Belt should be protected whilst taking a proportionate amount of land out of the Green Belt, and
thus allowing for appropriate levels of growth to be supported by suitable infrastructure. We recognise
that the City of York must continue to support the growth of the City in a well-managed and strategic
manner, in order to support a sustainable future for the community and the local economy of the City
and the greater region.

Green Belt

We consider that the Green Belt designation and section 10 ‘Managing appropriate development in the
Green Belt’ is not consistent with the policies set out by the NPPF.

Draft Local Plan Proposals Map, draft Policy GB1

In principle, York Racecourse considers that the Green Belt designation is unduly restrictive. As set out
above, the Racecourse is an important local venue with influencing reaching up to an international
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scale. Therefore, it is important that the Racecourse is able to continue to adapt to meet local and visitor
expectations.

Former national policy (Planning Policy Guidance 2: Green Belts) made allowance for the designation
of ‘Major Developed Sites’ within the Green Belt. As such, the City of York Development Control Local
Plan (2005) designated the Racecourse under Policy GB10: Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt’
(as shown in Figure 1). That policy provided explicit guidance and allowances for the Racecourse to
implement improvements for ‘racecourse related uses’.

Figure 1: City of York Development Control Local Plan (2005) proposals map

Although the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) does not make specific reference to the
allowance for ‘Major Developed Sites’ in the Green Belt, it does not prevent a similar designation being
made within a Local Plan. By removing the ‘GB710 Major Developed Sites in the Green Belf designation,
the Racecourse is now in a position where any development within the main Racecourse grounds are
subject to the Green Belt restrictions as defined in ‘GB1.: Development in the Green Belf of the emerging
draft Local Plan, and the NPPF. However, it appears that there are other sites previously defined as
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‘Major Developed Sites’ that are now proposed to be removed from the Green Belt (York Designer
Outlet) or have been granted extra allowances (Askham Bryan College, policy ED7) within the draft
Plan with no justification within the evidence base. The draft Local Plan therefore acknowledges the
significance of these sites, but this has not been similarly carried over in reference to the Racecourse.

Paragraph 87 of the NPPF states that development should not be approved in the Green Belt unless
under ‘very special circumstances’. This would therefore require an onerous amount of justification for
any scale of adaptation or development on the Racecourse grounds. Given the local, national and
international significance of York Racecourse and its contribution to the local economy, its operational
success is critical, and we consider that the extent of the Green Belt in this location is illogical and
unnecessary and furthermore that the removal of the ‘Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt’
designation is highly punitive on the Racecourse.

Whilst we note that the supporting text to Policy GB1 (Para 10.12) has been amended since the
previous draft Local Plan to permit ‘limited infilling and development that would lead to an overall
improvement in the character and appearance of the Green Belt’. However, this limits the opportunities
for redevelopment within the existing built envelope of the Racecourse. The policy should be amended
to ensure York Racecourse has support through the Local Plan to continue to adapt and evolve as
appropriate. If more supportive or precise language cannot be included within Policy GB1, we would
alternatively suggest that it would more appropriate to exclude York Racecourse from the Green Belt.

Paragraph 83 of the NPPF allows for the alteration of Green Belt boundaries in exceptional
circumstances, only 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’. York Racecourse has not been
considered in a similar vein as York Designer Outlet or Askham Bryan College. York Racecourse, which
has a similar amount of existing development on its site, should be considered no differently due to its
existing scale of development. Nor should York Racecourse not be afforded broader allowances within
draft policy that would be so restrictive on future development schemes because they are located within
the Green Belt.

The removal of this area of land from the Green Belt, would not contradict the five purposes of the
Green Belt as set out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF, as the open area of the racecourse, and the
Knavesmire, safeguards the countryside, and preserves the character and setting of York. Furthermore,
paragraph 85 of the NPPF states, ‘When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should:

o FEnsure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for
sustainable development;

e notinclude land which is unnecessary to keep permanently open;

o Satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the
development plan period; and

e define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be
permanent.’

York Racecourse’s success is a key component for the sustainable future of York, and therefore
allowances for development within its existing built up area is fundamental to securing this future. The
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area of the Racecourse, previously defined as a Major Developed Site is not open and is also clearly
defined by the existing physical extent of development. Therefore, the Green Belt designation of the
racecourse is inconsistent with the policies set out by the NPPF. We note that there has not been any
review of the Green Belt undertaken during the Local Plan process, which would be a useful tool to
inform the strength of the COYC’s current Green Belt boundary. The lack of such relevant evidence is
contrary to paragraph 158 of the NPPF that requires Local Plans to be based on ‘adequate, up-to-date
and relevant evidence’.

For the reasons set out above, we consider the Draft Local Plan to be unsound in terms of Green Belt
policies, which are not consistent with national policy (NPPF paras 83, 85 and 158) as required by
paragraph 182 of the NPPF. Furthermore, there is no proportionate evidence base to support the
strategy for alterations to the Green Belt boundary, which should only be altered in exceptional
circumstances (para 83, NPPF).

City of York Council should prepare a Green Belt review is support of their proposed alterations to the
Green Belt boundary, in order to provide a robust baseline strategy for development requirements. We
strongly propose that the main developed area of the Racecourse (as marked on the plan in Appendix
A), should be removed from the Green Belt designation within the City of York’s emerging Local Plan.
The removal of the ‘Major Developed Sites’ designation restricts the overall flexibility of the Racecourse
to continue to adapt and remain competitive. Alternatively, a policy which continues to recognise the
developed nature of the Racecourse, and as such provides flexibility as with the former GB10, should
be included within the emerging Local Plan. This should be worded to offer certainty to the operational
ability, and long-term sustainable success of the Racecourse as a locally, nationally and internationally
important asset.

Visitors and Tourism

Draft Policy EC4

Within York, the Racecourse makes a significant contribution from the local to international level to the
unique vibrancy of the local area, generating economic, cultural and social benefits for York and the
broader region. The Racecourse is one of the largest professional sporting venues in Yorkshire,
attracting visitors from all over the country to York

Draft ‘Policy EC4: Tourism’ is a necessary and proactive policy with regard to further developing York’s
tourism economy and infrastructure. It also provides practical guidance on how the City seeks to utilise
tourism as an economic boon and take steps to realising the vision laid out in the York Economic
Strategy 2016. We welcome the supporting text to Policy EC4 which states ‘fourism, leisure and cultural
developments should be directed towards the city centre or other particularly significant attraction
locations like York Racecourse with its conferencing facilities’ (para 4.12).

‘Policy EC4: Tourism’, states that Council will support:
e maintaining and improving the choice and quality of visitor accommodation to encourage
overnight stays, particularly by higher spending visitors;
e the provision of quality visitor attractions including temporary structures throughout the year
especially ones with a national/international profile, in locations which are easily accessible by
a variety of transport modes and complement York’s existing cultural heritage;
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o the retention and growth of existing visitor attractions;

e maintaining and improving the choice and quality of business, conferencing and events facilities
to encourage business visitors;

e the enhancement of the built environment and public realm, particularly around access to the
river and showcasing York’s built heritage; and

e the establishment of a more diverse evening economy.’

Whilst the Racecourse fits the criteria of a tourism venue set out in the policy, the supporting text refers
only to the Racecourse as a conferencing venue and does not pay enough particular attention to the
contributions that York Racecourse provides in supporting the tourism industry and the broader local
economy.

In order for York Racecourse to expand and remain viable, the Racecourse must be able to adapt,
particularly outside the primary racing season. In regard to York Racecourse specifically, the language
of Policy EC4 and how it seeks to promote the tourism sector, runs counter to the designation of York
Racecourse being placed in the Green Belt and therefore being restricted by its limits on development.
It would be helpful for the Local Plan to specifically refer to sites that the Council supports for growth
within Policy EC4. The inclusion of such sites would provide greater clarity for York Racecourse, and
other visitor focused attractions, to be acknowledged and supported if and when any applications were
to come forward for consideration. Our suggested wording for such a policy to add to Policy EC4 is as
follows:

Uses of international and/or national importance and the buildings and sites that
accommodate them will be protected and supported throughout the City of York. Sustainable
growth for the benefit of the local area will be encouraged by the enhancement of existing
visitor attractions, particularly York Racecourse, (and other significant sites as appropriate).

Hotel sites

York Racecourse has long term aspirations for the development of a hotel within the main racecourse
area. This would meet the aspirations of Policy EC4 for ‘maintaining and improving the choice and
quality of visitor accommodation to encourage overnight stays, particularly by higher spending visitors.

However, the supportive text at paragraph 4.13, states that hotels are defined as a town centre use and
that the town centre is to be viewed as the primary location for hotels. Section 4.12 also states that:
‘where suitable sites are not available in the city centre, sites in edge-of-centre locations will be
considered and, if no suitable sites are available in any of the preferred locations, out-of-centre sites
will be considered’. York Racecourse approximately 1 mile from the City Centre, and a sustainable
venue for a hotel, given that many visitors to York are already likely to be visiting the Racecourse during
the day, and so the provision of overnight accommodation could help to reduce the number of journeys
made by visitors around York. However, the Local Plan should be more explicit in its support for the
development of hotels at existing tourism venues, such as the Racecourse.

We suggest that the draft Local Plan include York Racecourse as a preferred site for hotel development

within the policy to allow for the development of additional visitor facilities in the future if appropriate.
Our suggested re-wording for such a policy to add to Policy EC4 is as follows:
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e the provision of quality visitor attractions including temporary structures throughout the year
especially ones with a national/international profile, in locations which are easily accessible by
a variety of transport modes and complement York’s existing cultural heritage, such as York
Racecourse.

We wish to reiterate that there is a widely acknowledged need and requirement for hotels to be provided
in York and we do support ‘Policy EC4: Tourism’. This policy generally supports the activities of the
Racecourse, and thus could provide a greater boost to the economy and local employment
opportunities through the conferencing and events aspect of the Racecourse. Overall, providing
additional accommodation for race-goers, stable staff and international owners in York would also allow
the Racecourse to accommodate a greater range of conferences and non-racing events, which often
require overnight accommodation. This potential expansion of services at the Racecourse would greatly
assist the Racecourse to diversify its revenue model over a much broader timeframe beyond the primary
racing season. The Racecourse must continue to find alternative ways to generate revenue so that it
can sustainably fund and deliver required upgrades across the entire Estate. This diversification of the
racecourse’s activities would therefore deliver additional significant economic benefits to the local area
and to the Council through increased revenue via our mutually beneficial revenue sharing model.

According to paragraph 156 of the NPPF, Local Plans should set out strategic priorities for the area
in the Local Plan, including for the delivery of ‘retail, leisure and other commercial development’. Policy
EC4 does not set out such priorities.

We would suggest, therefore, the wording on Policy EC4 be revised to provide more flexibility for new
visitor accommodation at York Racecourse and ensure it is consistent with national policy. The policy
should refer to York Racecourse as a preferred site so as to protect the long-term viability of the
Racecourse and its tourism related functions.

Residential sites

The COYC are relying on around 169 dwellings each year to be delivered through windfall development
sites. The Racecourse is constantly reviewing its Estate and there are two sites which could conceivably
accommodate residential accommodation in order to meet the Objectively Assessed Need of the City
of York through windfall development.

Middlethorpe Village Site

The Racecourse currently owns a site within Middlethorpe Village which currently houses the
Racecourse greenhouses. As part of a long-term strategic review of uses across the Estate, a more
suitable location could be found for these greenhouses, thereby freeing this brownfield site for an
appropriately scaled housing development. As per ‘Policy H2 — Density of Residential Development’,
this site is classified as being ‘rural area and villages’ and would therefore support up to 35 housing
units per acre. The site is in a sustainable location and can contribute to a sustainable pattern of growth
as the site is within the settlement boundary of the village and would therefore be subject to ‘Policy GB2
— Development in Settlement ‘Washed Over’ by the Green Belf, which states:
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“planning permission for the erection of new buildings...will only be permitted provided:

. the proposed development would be located within the built-up area of the
settlement; and

Il.  the location, scale and design of the proposed development would be
appropriate to the form and character of the settlement and neighbouring
property; and

Ill.  the proposed development would constitute limited infilling and would not
prejudice the openness or the purposes of the Green Belt.”

Furthermore, Paragraph 55 of the NPPF supports building housing in rural areas under certain
circumstances. It states: “To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be
located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. For example, where there are
groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may support services in a village nearby”. In
this context, additional housing in Middlethorpe could contribute to the sustainability of the nearby
village of Bishopthorpe.

Stables Site

The Racecourse owns a site that houses its stables, accessed from Tadcaster Road to the west of the
Knavesmire and Racecourse. The site has previously been put forward by the Racecourse in the
Council’s Call for Sites in 2015, but has not been carried forward as an allocated site within the current
draft Local Plan.

This site, through a long-term strategic review of uses across the Estate could be relocated to a more
suitable area. It falls outwith the Green Belt designation and is a sustainable location for housing in
close proximity to existing residential development. In accordance with ‘Policy H2 — Density of
Residential Development’, the site is located within the “York urban area’, and therefore could support
up to 50 housing units per acre.

York Racecourse would therefore put forward these sites for residential development in the long term
to assist COYC meet its objectively assessed housing need through its annual windfall allowance. Due
to these two sites strategic and sustainable locations, they will help the COYC meet the policy guidance
of ‘Policy DP2 — Sustainable Development’, ‘Policy DP3 — Sustainable Communities’, ‘Policy SS1 —
Delivering Sustainable Growth for York’ and ‘Policy H3 — Balancing the Housing Market’, of the draft
Local Plan. They could also assist the Racecourse with disposing of underutilised sites and enable
revenue to be reinvested into other strategic projects located elsewhere on the Racecourse Estate,
thus improving the long-term sustainability of the Racecourse.

Summary

York Racecourse in principle supports the draft Local Plan. We believe it will contribute to the overall
sustainable growth of the community in the long-term. However, the Local Plan does not currently
support the sustainable development and growth of the Racecourse sufficiently in order to allow it to
continue its important social, cultural and economic contributions within the City. The Racecourse is an
important venue for racing at a local and international level, and a significant tourist attraction. The
revenue is linked to the performance of the Racecourse and in turn is a contributor to the economic
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success of the City of York. It is therefore necessary for the vitality of the Racecourse and the City that
these contributions are recognised and supported through the Local Plan to allow the Racecourse to
continue to thrive.

We suggest that the Green Belt boundary is amended within the Local Plan Proposals Map, in
accordance with the former ‘Major Developed Sites’ designation within the Local Plan 2005. This is a
well-established and developed area, and the restrictions that the Green Belt policies place on the
development of the Racecourse, restrict its ability to continue to evolve and adapt, and ensure its long
term sustainable contribution to the City of York. Alternatively, the previous allowances from policy
‘GB10: Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt’, should be carried over in the form of a supportive
policy that does not restrict the Racecourse in such punitive measures.

Furthermore, we suggest that the draft Local Plan should better recognise the need for new visitor and
tourism accommodation in locations within or adjacent to existing visitor attractions, and identify the
Racecourse as a specific important tourism venue. We consider that the draft Local Plan is an
opportunity to recognise the contribution of the specific tourist assets within York, including York
Racecourse. It would be a benefit to the City as a whole, if the Plan included a policy that supports
proportionate and sustainable development of those assets in order to preserve their ability to evolve,
adapt and continue to contribute economically and culturally at the local and national scale. In particular,
the Local Plan should support the development of a hotel at the Racecourse, which would meet the
identified preferences of the Local Plan to locate new hotel development at established tourism venues.

In terms of paragraph 182 of the NPPF, the Local Plan in its current form cannot be considered sound,
as it does not have a proportionate evidence base for to justify the amendments to the Green Belt
boundary. It is also inconsistent with national policy in relation to its approach to the Green Belt
boundary, support for sustainable leisure developments, and strategic priorities for York have not been
defined.

| trust that these comments are of assistance and will be given due. Should you require any clarification
regarding the contents of this letter in further detail, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully,

Susannah Byrne

Turnberry Consulting Limited
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Enclosed:

Appendix A — Main developed area of the Racecourse to be removed from Green Belt designation
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Appendix B — Letter to COYC re Call for Sites

Our ref: WIPD/SJR

14 October 2011

Core Strategy Consultation
City Strategy

City of York Council
FREEPOST (Y0239)
YORK

YO17z7

Dear Sir/Madam
CORE STRATEGY SUBMISSION - LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

York Racecourse would like to submit the following comment regarding the documents
supporting the Local Development Framework.

Our representation relates to the supporting document “Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment” dated September 2011. Under paragraph 9.63, figure 17, number 247 ‘Land
adjacent to Racing Stables, Tadcaster Road” — we note that this site has been removed from
the SHLAA.

York Racecourse would like to comment that this land is owned by the racecourse itself, and
is not part of the Knavesmire or Micklegate Stray. The land has, in the past, been identified
as a possible development site and the racecourse would like the land to remain as a possible
site for housing development in the future. York Racecourse owns the stables site and it may
be that in the future the stables may/will have to be relocated to the stands side of the
racecourse (due to safety/economic reasons) and the site on Tadcaster Road may become
redundant and required to be sold off to fund any redevelopment. The current stables site
fronts Tadcaster Road so would have good vehicular access for any future housing
development. We would formally request that this land be put back on to the list as a
potential residential site.

Yours faithfully

William Derby
Chief Executive and Clerk of the Course
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PM:SID 125 -1

From: Kiely, Jesse

Sent: 22 July 2019 19:24

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Cc:

Subject: York Local Plan - Main Modifications Consultation - Persimmon Homes Representation -
General & Site Haxby, Usher Park Road

Attachments: 50642_05 York Local Plan Proposed Modifications 22.07.19.pdf; City of York Local Plan -

Haxby, Usher Park Road, York - Persimmon Home....pdf; Site Plan - York, Haxby, Usher
Park Road.pdf

Importance: High
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 / Madam

Thank you for inviting representations to be submitted on the York Local Plan Main Modifications Document as part of
this consultation process.

Please find attached representation on general Local Plan matters and also a site specific representation for Haxby,
Usher Park Road (including site plan) on behalf of Persimmon Homes (Yorkshire).

If you need any further information please do not hesitate to make contact.
Please can you confirm receipt of this email.

Many thanks

Jess Kiely BSc (Hons) MA

Senior Land Manager
Persimmon Homes Yorkshire

Persimmon House | Fulford | York | YO19 4FE

We are proud to be an official partner of Team GB.

=E

As part of our partnership with Team GB, we're Building Futures, giving away £1 million to the next
generation of stars. Find out more....

The information in this email is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the
addressee. Access to this email by anyone else is unauthorised. If you are not the intended recipient, any
disclosure, copying, distribution or any action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on it, is prohibited
and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient please contact the sender and delete the message.

Our privacy policies for our customers, employees and job applicants are available at
https://www.persimmonhomes.com/corporate/corporate-responsibility/policies
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Persimmon Homes Limited is registered in England number 4108747, Charles Church Developments
Limited is registered in England number 1182689 and Space4 Limited is registered in England number
3702606. These companies are wholly owned subsidiaries of Persimmon Plc registered in England number
1818486, the Registered Office of these four companies is Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE.

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com
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PERSIMMON HOMES YORKSHIRE
Persimmon House

Fulford
York

Local Plan, YO19 4FE
City of York Council, Tel: 01904 642199
West Offices, DX 711680 Fulford
Station Rise, www.persimmonhomes.com
York,
YO16GA
22 July 2019
Dear Sir or Madam, BY EMAIL

CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN — WHITELAND FIELD, USHER PARK ROAD, HAXBY, YORK -
PERSIMMON HOMES

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

We wish to maintain our objection to CYC’s rejection of the site as a proposed housing allocation within
the emerging City of York Local Plan.

This letter re-iterates the evidence we have previously submitted to CYC to demonstrate the
deliverability of our land interest at Whiteland Fields, Usher Park Road.

With regards to CYC’s proposed amendment to the Local Plan’s objectively assessed housing needs
figure (to 790 dwellings per annum), we are a member of the development consortium that has
instructed Lichfields to undertake a thorough assessment of the City’s objectively assessed housing
needs (OAHN) in order to critique the approach proposed by the Council. Which we do not consider to
be robust.

Lichfields’ work clearly identifies the need for CYC to release additional housing sites across the City in
order to meet Lichfield’s robustly evidenced increased OAHN for the City. Sites such as ours at,
Whiteland Field, Usher Park Road, York.

This letter seeks to re-iterate previous evidence we have submitted to the Council to demonstrate the
deliverability of the site. However, it also seeks to provide a specific response to the Proposed
Modifications to the Local Plan that are currently being consulted on, namely the Local Plan housing
requirement and the updated background Green Belt Topic Paper

DELIVERABILITY OF WHITEFIELD LAND, USHER PARK ROAD, HAXBY YORK SITE

As it has been over a year since we previously submitted representations in respect of the site. We
consider it prudent to provide a summary of the previous representations we submitted in respect of the
deliverability of the Whiteland Field, Usher Park Road site.

The site is not located in an area of “Primary Constraint” as identified in Figures 3.1 3.2 to 3.3 of the
Submitted Draft Local Plan. It is land bounded by a railway line on the eastern boundary and with
curtilage of existing residential development on the western boundary and is privately owned, and
therefore not publicly accessible for any public recreational use.

It has been promoted by Persimmon Homes for residential development for over 10 years. The
proposed development of the site has been formulated following the undertaking of ecology, landscape,
Green Belt, archaeology, drainage, infrastructure and highways assessments. These assessments
have never identified any constraints that would preclude the development of the site. In addition, our

Persimmon Homes Yorkshire is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited
Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE
Registered in England No. 4108747. A Subsidiary of Persimmon plc
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technical review of flood risk, drainage and infrastructure services reports have informed the preparation
of a deliverable concept masterplan which yields 49 new homes.

The concept masterplan has accounted for all known environmental constraints and is considered to
have satisfactorily addressed them through sensitive design. The documents also demonstrate that the
site offers a highly deliverable, yet appropriate response to its location and surroundings and would
make a significant contribution toward the delivery of the City’s future housing requirements.

The previously submitted documentation confirms 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 national house builder who is actively seeking to secure planning permission for the
residential development of the site. The site can also be considered achievable as we can deliver new
homes on the site within the next five years.

Should the site be included as a housing allocation within the final adopted version of the Local Plan, it
is anticipated that the site can deliver 49 new homes in the monitoring year 2021/2022 Resulting in the
delivery of all 49 homes from the site in the first five years post adoption of the Local Plan.

The site can deliver substantial socio-economic benefits to the City, in respect of providing much needed
new homes within the early years of the Plan Period; new direct and indirect employment opportunities;
and financial contributions to help improve local infrastructure.

With regards to the site’s current location in the Green Belt, we previously provided the following
assessment of the site against each of the Framework’s five Green Belt purposes: -

To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas

This criteria cannot be applied to Whitefield, Usher Park Road. The four boundaries are considered in
turn: -
o Western boundary - Formed by long established residential development

e Northern boundary - Formed by dense established tree / hedge line then agricultural land

o Eastern boundary - Formed by Railway line

e Southern Boundary -Formed by long established residential development
The development surrounding each of the site’s boundaries is part of an urban/established area.
Retention of the site as Green Belt will have no impact whatsoever on whether the urban area of York
expands in one direction or another. It will be appreciated that part of the site is a field surrounded by
developed land. It therefore cannot have any role in checking unrestricted sprawl. The continued
inclusion of this land as Green Belt cannot be justified and should be allocated for residential
development. The five Green Belt criteria are considered below:

1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas

The western and southern boundaries of this field are formed by long established residential
development. The eastern boundary is formed by a railway line. The northern boundary of the site
has a slight dog leg in it and is the natural extension of the rear garden boundaries to the west
heading towards the railway. The northern boundary is reinforced by overhead electricity lines.

The proposed Green Belt boundary which steps noticeably south to include Whiteland Field is illogical.

2. To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another

Sutton-on-the-Forest is the nearest settlement north of Whiteland Field and is over 6.5 km from

2 Persimmon Homes Yorkshire is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited
Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE
Registered in England No. 4108747. A Subsidiary of Persimmon plc
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Whiteland Field. The CYLPS allocation ST9 west of Whiteland Field lies wholly to the north.
Whiteland Field does not meet criteria 2.

3. To assist in safequarding the countryside from encroachment

Whiteland Field is not part of sensitive countryside. It has non-countryside uses on three of its
boundaries. The overhead electricity lines detract from any character it may have as countryside. It is
dominated by development rather than rural features.

It performs a very weak role in preventing countryside from encroachment.

4. To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns

The land is part of Haxby, a long established, large housing development. The general Area does not
support the setting or special character of York or the older elements to Haxby.

5. To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land

York has had a very tight Green Belt boundary for many years. The City has relied on the
redevelopment and regeneration of brownfield sites to make a contribution towards its ever increasing
unmet housing need. The CYLPS has recognised the Green Belt boundary needs to be amended to
allow the city to provide homes for its residents. In doing so, the City of York Council must have
accepted that identifying sites for over 7,000 houses on former Green Belt land can take place without
discouraging urban regeneration.

The removal of Green Belt designation from Whiteland Field will not have any impact on this criteria
being achieved.

Summary

Whiteland Field does not meet any the Green Belt criteria and should be allocated for residential
development. Persimmon Homes previously has put forward a number of reports in support of its
allocation including transport, services, archaeology and masterplan. Persimmon owns the land and
is keen to progress development of the site once a satisfactory planning position has been obtained.

The site should be allocated for residential development to make a rational Green Belt
boundary and provide a deliverable site and to contribute to meeting the City’s widespread
housing needs.

Estimated Yield
Site Name Site Size ha  (Dwellings) Estimated Phasing
Whiteland Field, Haxby 1.3 49 Short Term

The removal of Green Belt designation and allocation of the site as a housing allocation will not have
any impact on this criteria being achieved.

In conclusion, it is clear that the site does not meet any of the five purposes of Green Belt designation.
The reality is that the site is a field surrounded by existing development and railway line, the agricultural
land on the north boundary is visually defined by the mature hedgerow and trees. The site should
therefore be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for residential development, with the
site being used to define this part of the inner Green Belt boundary with a rational boundary.

3 Persimmon Homes Yorkshire is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited

Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE
Registered in England No. 4108747. A Subsidiary of Persimmon plc
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Further evidence to justify this position is provided in our up to date assessment of the objectively
assessed housing needs of the City.

THE OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING NEEDS OF YORK

As identified above, with regards to CYC’s proposed amendment to the Local Plan’s objectively
assessed housing needs figure (to 790 dwellings per annum), we are a member of the development
consortium that has instructed Lichfields to undertake a thorough assessment of the City’s objectively
assessed housing needs in order to critique the approach proposed by the Council. Which we do not
consider to be robust.

The conclusions of Lichfields work are that the Council’'s approach to identifying an assessed need of
790 dwellings per annum (dpa) in the Housing Needs Update (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 the enclosed Lichfields 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 Mid-Year Estimates (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 Sub-National
Population Projections (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, 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 Economic Land
Review 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 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 in respect
of affordable housing need (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

4 Persimmon Homes Yorkshire is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited
Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE
Registered in England No. 4108747. A Subsidiary of Persimmon plc
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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 CYC 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 should be added on to the
OAHN over the course of the 2017 to 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.

Lichfields’ approach to the identification of the appropriate OAHN for York 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 to 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.

Lichfields’ work has also undertaken an analysis of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment
(2018) which sets out the assumptions used to calculate the Council’s housing land supply. Lichfields
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 a 5-Year supply will therefore be achieved.

Furthermore, in line with the NPPF (2019) 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. 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.

Lichfields’ work clearly identifies the need for CYC to release additional housing sites across the City in
order to meet Lichfield’s robustly evidenced increased OAHN for the City. Sites such as ours at Windmill
Lane, York.

CONCLUSIONS

Unless substantial changes are made to the Local Plan prior to its adoption, it will not be in a position
where it can be found sound.

In light of the guidance provided in Paragraph 182 of the NPPF (2012), we consider the following in
relation to our proposed development site at Whiteland Field, Usher Park Road, : -

o The Local Plan is not positively prepared as the plan will not meet the evidenced objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements of the City.

e The Local Plan is not justified as there is compelling evidence available that it does not present
the most appropriate strategy for the City, when considered against the reasonable alternatives,
based on proportionate evidence;

e The Local Plan is not effective as unless additional housing sites are identified the objectively
assessed housing needs of the City will not be met; &

e The Local Plan is not consistent with national policy on account of the combined impact of
the above factors when considered together. It will not deliver the sustainable development of
the City in the plan period.

5 Persimmon Homes Yorkshire is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited
Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE
Registered in England No. 4108747. A Subsidiary of Persimmon plc
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When each of the above points are considered holistically there is a compelling case for the release of
additional land as housing allocations within the CYC Local Plan in order to meet the City's full
objectively assessed housing needs.

Furthermore, the site ST9- Land North of Haxby has been consider to be released from greenbelt and
allocated as a strategic housing development site with the potential to deliver 735 new homes during
the lifetime of the adopted local plan period. Our site, Whiteland Field, Usher Park Road is located
adjacent to ST9 and sits on same Northern boundary of Haxby’s settlement, however our site has been
excluded on the Green Belt released list. We believed over the years, with the substantial evidence
submitted it has proven the site is available, suitable, deliverable for housing. The site does not meet
any of the five Green Belt criteria and should be allocated for housing development. If our site is
allocated for housing development it will contribute to meeting York’s housing needs in the short-term,
whilst ST9 is a much larger and complicated site which will require longer period of planning, and at the
same time carry a much higher risk of delayed or non-deliverability.

On account of the above we object to our Whiteland Field, Usher Park Road site being rejected as a
potential housing option within the York Local Plan.

The site has the potential to provide a residential development of up to 49 new homes, areas of public
open space and associated infrastructure. The site will provide a significant opportunity to help meet
York’s current and future housing needs and the delivery of a number of socio-economic benefits.
Should you require any further details or clarification on the content of this letter please do not hesitate
to contact me.

Yours sincerel

Jess Kiely BSc (Hons) MA
Senior Land Manager
Persimmon Homes Yorkshire

6 Persimmon Homes Yorkshire is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited
Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE
Registered in England No. 4108747. A Subsidiary of Persimmon plc
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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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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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